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as they understand themselves* Historical understanding bocoiaos then tho basis of 
the truly empirical scisnco of society* Because the framework 

cannot bo, must not be parochial it is plainly admitted and tho question is how 
long can one avoid this parochial* New i£ one considers tho infinity of tho task 
of historical understanding one begins to wonder if historical umerstanding 
will not simply take tho place of tho scientific study of society* Furthermore* 
social science is presented as a body of true propositions about social phenomena* 

The truo propositions aro answers to .junctionso Valid answers* l<hbt valid answers 
arc*.#,V?hat objective and valid answers are may bo determined by the rules and prin¬ 
ciples of logic* but the question defends on one l g direction*of interests and* hence, 
on 0120*3 values which mens on subjective principles* I follow th^ logical 
positivism* you see* necessarily on sub jectivo principles* Now if tno direction of 
interests and not logic which supplies tho fundamental concepts of a framework* it 
is therefore not possible to divorco from cacl^ther the subjective clcnonts and 
tho objective elements of social scionco* The objective answers receive thoir 
moaning from the subjective questions* Now one can, of course* say, as ilax T/gbor 
still says, there aro timeless valueso But that is rejected by social science 
positivism* The values are understood as values of a given society and. I would say 
consistently, that is consistent of positivism* One, therefore, must conceive of the 
values and bodies in a given social science as dependent on tho society to which the 
social science in question belongs and that means tha values depond on history 0 
Not only social science superceded if it is to bo empirical by historical studies^ 
social science itself proves to bo historical© Rofloction on social science as a 
historical phenomena becomes inevitable and this leads to a relativization of social 
science itself* Social science is a phenomenon which has occurred in the west 
with those arxi those conditions and is oound to these conditions'and/will perish with 
a change of these conditions* It eventually is a reflection on social scionco as a 
historical phenomenon leads eventually to the rclativization of modem science or 
seinece as such* As a result, modem science comes to be used as one historically 
relative way of understanding things which is not intrinsic in its superiority to 
alternative ways of understanding and thorovclth positivism in its original claim 
to bo the form of genuine knowledge of reality has boon abandoned* One could say 
as weiX that positivism In its strict form is still an heir to Plato* Ons can state 
as a principle of Platonism very" simply .&s follows t thero is a pure mind in us 
which pure mind grasps tho pure truth*However much wo may bo involved in our -i&j 
opinions in the accidents of history, wc have in us something which is above that* 
tho pure mind* By making the necessary effort we can actualize activate tho pure 
mind then we can grasp the pure trutho Positivism has still something of that* 

ThP scientific method* tho scientific procedure is tho way to the objective truth* 

3 u t of course positivism rejects tho notion of the pure mind vEF* rejects the 
notion oven of tho soul and of quite a few other things 0 How can it account of 
3Cionce as such? Ultimately it is driven to conceive of science as essentially yd'- 
uolonging to a historical context and relative to it and therefore no longer tho 
way to tho truth* but only the way in which a given society takes its bearing' in 
tno world as different from others* The extreme form is of course best known from 
Spongier*s. Decline of the Ytesrfc , where modern, science appoars as tho specifi cally 
modem western form of interpreting the world which is different from tho Greek 
form, Babylonian form and so on and so on and it is impossible to s.y ono is superior 
to the othero In the positivist notion, it goes without saying that modem maths- : 


mu tics marks the higher stage of the science of mathematics than Greek mattaaatics 
does® From the historicist point of view, no* Just a different mathematics# 

The questions raised by modom mathematics are meaningless under too presuppositions 
of Greek mathematics and Tice versa# That would bo the extrema assort ion of 
historicism# 

Thp practical docisive difference for our purposes between -listoricism and 
positivism can bo stated as follows t hiotcriciam abandons this distinction between 
fact and value 0 Kvory undors banding* scientific or pres cion t if ic^ depends on a 
comprehensive view, what the Germans call uoltaaschaunR# under a comprchonsivo viow* 
and this comprehensive view necessarily implies principles of preference or 
evaluation# But these principles of evaluation* of preference* differ in princi.-le 
from historical epoch to historical epoch# So* in other words* aistoricism admits 
that it is impossible to undcrsta.id without evaluating but it denies that there are 
timalors values# Positivism says it is possible to roach universally valid 
knowledge* objective laicwlodgo, but only of facts# And it is possible to understand 
facts without evaluating# Now in actual practice* tho two things which I distinguish 
as positivism and historicism overlap# Under the influence of Gorman ills tor icxsm* 
Ane dcan social science lias embodied certain of those principles which came 
originally from -Germany—-you only have to road tho preface of Benedict* I almost said 
Benedict Arnold, of Ruth Benedicts* Patterns of Culture * to s^e that she makes a 
it clear# There is an American heritage of Dcwoy and there is SpengLor# Only the 
marriage* tho m; ting of the so very heterogeneous beings# Dowoy and Spongier 
produce this kind of anthropology# And in other occasions I think 
vrould make similar experiences# 

One could also state these conditions###I would like to illustrate this also 
by the following considerations# Hodont science, in general* and social science in 
particular conceives of itself as progressive* if you take the primary and funda¬ 
mental strata*, which means it has in itsolf tho possibility of progress* not 
th® necessity* but tho possibility of progress and as a whole it caraa to being by 
virtue of one fundamental progress beyond all area of thought* and has in itsolf the 
potentiality of infinite further progress# But this notion of tho possibility, of 
progress is essential to modern science# And of course that doos not belong into 
the logic of social science proper* but it is an integral part of itself and of 
Spongier# Now this# # .therefore for this very reason social science is compelled to 
consider the question of tho conditions of progress* scientific progress* which 
are partly, natural!# social conditions# It must seize social science within a 
social context and that social context is necessarily a changing context# Now 
there is this problem* If you look at any social science* you can spook perhaps 
of an intrinsic progress within society* moaning that Just as physics or diem is try 
progresses* why should not social science progress as a science# L©t us assume that 
that this is so in fact* but then there is always something olse# Political science 
in & given state and its conceptual framework* of course* depends never merely on 
the scientific progress alone# It also depends on tho change in political socioty. 
The political sciences cannot possibly assumes* as positivists* that political life 
itself is progressing# It can only spoak of a change in political life# 

Now you gr© what happens then* V/q have then a change in tho overall character 
of political science which is not due to scientific progress* but to a change in 
tho character of tho society # Political Science as a whole is dependent on something 
which is its matrix, socioty, which changes* and we cannot speak of progress or 
decay hero* according to those principles and that means the fundamentally historical 
■ character of political science# One could illustrate this in various other ways# 

And now this historicist position is* it seems to me* of a much greater interest 
and importance because we are not confronted with this silly proposition that value 




jud ynerrbs must bo completely avoided and this arbitrary limit ation of tho siib , 

center' of political science, of social science in general# Xou hoar this quit© rrtt\ 
today. Of courso, a social scionco which doos not raiso value questions 
or doos not answer thorn is a meaningless thing. But these values are, of course, 
the values of our society, I think you must have heard tfaato That is tho crudest 
form of this view and wo have to discuss it and deepen this position# I could 
really illustrate this by quotations from a book which I brought with m, but 
before I turn to that I would like to know if you have any points relating to 
T?hat wo have discussed hitherto*•©•Question Period##• 


o„oAnd I think we should now turn to a discussion of historicisa and I give 
vou just one specimen. Perhaps tho best specimen I could ovon find# That is in 
Masters of Political Thought, Vol# 1, by Michael B* Foster of Christ Church, Q&- 
fS?d7~ How Hr#, this book ty Foster is one of the vory, very few textbooks in 
political theory which one can rocommand. Thsfo wo^^iiefly selections from 
Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, up to Machlavolli. Among especially selections from 
Aristotle are very well chosen if ons is proventod by, I don*t know what, i l ln ess 
or so* from reading tho whole Politics and one would take only brief selections, one 
would got a not misleading idea of Aristotle and I think one ootid hardly improve on 
the selections * And ho really, his comment also shows tint he has some roal under¬ 
standing of Aristotle. Ifotr, but Foster is a historicist, nevertheless# I would 
like to road to you a few passagos which may illustrate this better than what I 
could say# "V/hat is the advantage which wo may hope to derive from a study of the 
political writers of the past? A view prevalent in earlier ages, which is of course 
tho prohistoricist view, would have provided a simple answer to this question# A 
work of politics, it would have been said, is a handbook of an art, ti» art of 
government, just as man of superior knowledge or skill in tho art of carpentry may 
compile a work in which, his knowledge is mado available to those who aspire to be 
good carpenters, so a man of superior wisdom in tho art of politics may set down 
his knowledge in a book for the instruction of those whoso business it is to found, 
govern, or preserve the state.” That is a somewhat crude statemont but one could put 
it tills ways a political philosophy in the original sense really was meant to bo 
guidance for legislators, and not only legislators in the somewhat restricted sense 
that tho torn ha.s taken on in modem legislative assemblies, but oven of all of 
authors of codes for whole societies# Th^s is out. This is certainly not the 
advantage which a modern reader can bo premised from a study of tho works of the 
ancient thinkers# 


Politics cannot be an art because this historical situation in which the 
politician is to act is always unique. And art presupposes a material which doos 
not mry 0 Put the material on which the political politician works doos vary 0 
The situatior/%hich the statesman has to act arc unique in a moro thoroughgoing 
sense# They are not to be covered by a singlo unchanging sot principles requiring 
only to be distantly applied# And if thorsshould bo statesmen wore to succeed in 
eliciting a system from the works of a previous v/ritor, it would inevitably be a 
system applicable only to an age already past# That it is possible by reasoning 
to determine what ends tho state should fulfill- and to doduco in do tail the means 
try which it can f ulfill it best# That it is tho task of political theory to conduct 

tint reasoning and the duty of political practice to be guided by it, this notion 

is readily intelligible, straight forward, and congenial to common sense. V 0 should 
to prone enough to accept this, if tho evidence permits us to do so© But the 
evidence does not permit it# If it were so, thejvarious political theories which 

occur at different epochs in the history of philosophy, would bo related to on® 

another as various more or less successful attempts to solve an identical problem# 

/ad the solutions would agree with one a r.other so far as they wore succossful in 
attaining the truth, to the truth. Eut that is exactly not tho ' case# The groat 
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political theories which have appeared in the course of history are not related 
to one another in the way in which the attorapt of students to solve an identical 
problem sire related to one another* Each of them is individual of this theory* 
not merely in respect of the accidents of its presentation* but throu^x and through 
The Ills tori cal element penetrates to the very essence of the theoiy which moans 
the questions are always different, not only the answers# This is only to say that 
the theory which an ago produces is an expression of the spirit of that ago in 
th 3 same sense in which its art* its political and social institutions* its 
religion* are expressions of it* But if that is true* the question presents itsolf 
with hardly diminished force* ?/hat is the use of studying the political theory 
of the past if they all are dated throu^i and thro igh? Answer* Only by help of 
the contrast with other civilizationsjcan wo become aware that the principles upon 
which our own is founded are peculiar and unique* In other words* jq learn that 
to knew ourselves* More specifically* that is only an enlargement cf this* the 
political theories of the past made modem society what it is# So if we want to 
understand ourselves as modom men* wo must understand the genesis of modem men 
and that means* among other things* the history oifpolitical social thought# 

I think I can read it, I conclude only with this quotation: "To understand the 
modem mentality is to understand ourselves o tt If the study of past political 
theories contributes to this* it needs no further justification# “Know thyself" 
v/as the motto inscribed on the temple at Delphi by the oracle of which Socrates 
was despatched on the quest froiivhich all subsequent European philosophies has 
sprung# Well you see here* so that is of course when he spoke of "Know Thyself" 
or is there another word for it, never thought for one moment of historical self 
knowledgec Now that of course does not settle the issue* Maybe the Delohian 
Oracle and Socrates were naive and we are not* and we hove therefore to go into 
that question# ■■ * 


Now I w ill then begin -with a coherent presentation of the issue* Let us 
go back to the beginning# Philosophy in its original sense* or political philosophy 
in particular, has led c.t all times to a variety of t.achinns o Think only of today# 

X mean* I mean even if you count only the schools which exercise an influence on 
public opinion you 1 11 find* at least for a part* and more or less of course on all 
time So Now this variety of teachings gives rise* and always gave rise, to skepticism, 
in regard to philosophy. And that led * at a certain moment, to a^ga dical chang e 
in the character of philosophy# Tftrt moment was the beginning of modem philosophy# 
At^that”laQniQnt some man or men made this suggestion# (There must have been some¬ 
thing fundamentally wrong with philosophy since it could never get rid of 
skepticism# Let us make the most extreme skepticism the very basis of philosophy 
and build a pe rfectly safe and foolproof edifice on lha-very. grounds- of, thefcost 
extreme skepticism* In a formula, dogmatism* dogmatism not in the valuejpresont* 
a positive teaching# Dogmatism based on skepticism# Tteit was the great iqca of 
Descartes, in particular* but not only of Descartes. But what happened? The 
same story again—a variety of teachings# Yet this one groat change# In this 
process of the redefinition of philosophy there emerged science, 
in the sense in which I defined it at the beginning* jijoh^osephyjioi^ 
scienc e 0 There had not been a philosophically neutrclnaturalscieh. c prior to 

mof.crn time# Mathematics* mathematical astronomy* of course* had existed* but not 
a philosophically neutral science# Ncfw once this science had emerged* once it had 
been seen that people agree regarding cosmology* and the other parts of natural 
sciences* they wore struck by the contrast between science and philosophy* 

And this contrast* namely science* safe* solid, sober* steadily progressing Hd(?^ 
philosophy* never settling its issues* always presenting the disgraceful spectacle 
of anarchy and chaos* and out of this grow then positivism as the self-consciousness 


of modem science conceive of as self decision. How positivism would soem 
bo be inadequate for the reasons which I hovo mentioned• Philosophy is then 
necessary, but philosophy must faco this difficulty created by the fauo of 
philosophy. Is there not s om ething wrong with pid jgs ophy thal ^itj gvor sue- ^ 
cecdod in bringin^ jibcut a fOTer^nt^unan ingtyt Igit not of the essence of 
philosophy tint there is always the variety of philosophic doctrines aid 
therefore that philosophy is always accompanied as by its shadow, by skepticism^ 

How the need for philosophy and, at the same tbao, the awareness of the fato of 
philosophy has given riso ato a new kind of do gnat ism based on skepticism and 
that is" historicism. (This thought can bo stated as follows provisionally* there 
is indeed a variety or philosophies, and more particularly of political philosophies. 
B u t there is no reason to worrry about that because there is order in that variety, 
net chaos, not anarchy^) 

May I remind you of the simple scheme taught in every textbook. Plato of 
course says something entirely different from liachiave ll i and Machiavclli says 
something entirely different from Hobbes and Hobbes again from Locke. Chaos. But 
the chaos, the appearance of chaos appoars once you soe four thinkers aro all 
thinkers in their settings. Plato and the Greek city-state, Machiavolli and the 
Renaisconee, Hobbes and the absolute state of the seventeenth century, Locke in 
the constitutional monarchy and the beginning of capitalist society of the 
seventeenth century. So the problem has disappeared it seems. (Philosophy 7 
depends on the historical situation, on its tinej) The variety of philosophies J> 
is" perfectly legitiimate and no reason for worrying, because philosophies must vary 
just as historical situations vary. All philosophies aro true. But true for^ 
their situations. That is the precise moaning of the word relativism. Relativism 
means relative to something. Relativism, if in a sense it means, t.iere is truth, 
but the truth is always relative to something specific. Mot relative to man as 
man, but the specific man. Tfr3 philo sopher is thefcon of his ^times, necessa rily, 
aHenTot" ohl ^-aa-r-e^^cls jis ties and trousers and^ sl^l^ ard _ ’Tumiturc, but 
regarding the innermost recesses of his mind. Ifow this being the case, philosophy 
in the old sense “of the’ term,'"quest for the truth, is altogether impossible. 

H^t philosophy in a modified sense is possible and necessary, philosophy ought 
to be the philosophy of its time, the self understanding of^ a, t^mo a nd its idoas . 

Tharo is no time, them is no society, b~utpeoplc,“ period^oi^Thatover^unit you take, 
which is not constituted as what it is by its ideas. Gan wo spook of America without 
thinking of the American dream, as it has been called, and that applies to every 
society; So# in other words, that is legitimate and necessary that man trios to 
understand himself as a son of his time or his society and its ideas. Philosophy, 
therefore, cannot be separated from history, from historical understanding, 
political philosophy, in pariicualr, and historical studies must become completely 
fused*to (*To understand myself moans myself as a product of the past ^ 

and thoreforc self—understanding, this philosophic pursuit is ir^itsclf iiistorical 
understanding because I am the product of the past. Philosophic questions, rightly 
understood, are aistrical questions* His toricaX“quost ions rightly understood arc 
philosophic questions. This is^a^kind of definition of liistoricism 

H 0 w in’order to under, and, roll it is represented in a tremendous literature 
of all over the western world. I mean Poster is a good example, Col-ingv/ood is the 
most important Anglo-Saxon example, but you find it also in A.D. Lindsay®a. Modern 
Democratic State , and it came, but the goot is for certain reasons in Gerraary. 

And therefore tlie re aro various ways in which it came to this country a..d to 
England from Germany and of course Hegel and the whole Hegelian tradition of which 
I shall speak later* Spongier exercised a tremendous influence, and then also what 
is called sociology of knowledge is a kind of minor appendage of the German historical 
movement and you know that this sociology of knowlcdgefcas had considerable effect 


on this very campus in the last generation 

Mow before we, so there is no doubt that we are talking about something in a 
system and not about a figjmnfc of my imagination Npw let us first consider two 
things t how did pre-historicist political philosophy conceive of its relation to 
history; and secondly how did it uxsierstand the fact of variety of philosophic doc- 
trines, because this fact that there is a chaos or a seeming chaos or anarchian 
philosophy was always not® I mean because it is so obvious at all tines there is 
philosophy,, Mien I speak of pre-historicai political philosophy I man at least all 
political philosophy up to 1800* But even through a large part of the nineteenth 
century this old quest for the political truth went on But in the nineteenth century 
it always had a bit of a bad conscience with a view to history* But this bad con¬ 
science did not exist graphic until the year 1800® I would like to explain this. 

Mow philosophy was traditiorally understood as the quest for universal truth* the 
nature of political things, the best political order and as such it was distinguished 
from history in every form* Because history as history always deals with individuals, 
not only individual human beings but also individual societies, iislividual civilian^ 
tionso In brief, you can hot speak, an historian always has to do with beings who 
fci&ve proper names 0 No ilstory without them® Philosophy, even political philosophy, 
as such did not have proper names, except on the title page toe name of the author, 
maybe, and in footnotes, illustrations, but the body of philosophic teaching did not 
allow proper names. Philosophy was, therefore, understood as something radically 
different from history of philosophy. The question of the best political order is 
obviously different from the question of Piato or Machiavelli or Locke has answered 
that question. Therefore, history of philosophy played a very subordinate role, it 
was generally left to antiquarium, you know, antiquarium, philologists and this kind 
of people. And when a philosopher really spoke about quasi-historically as Aristotle 
does for example at the beginning of his Metaphysics ® it did not have a historical 
meaningo Whan Aristotle discusses in the ^irst Book of the Metaphysics the development 
of the philosophy up to his time, he did so only for this reasons in order to shew in 
all these varieties of doctrines nothing has been seen which has not provided for in 
mjz meaning Aristotle®doctrines® There have been people who have talked of water 
and fire and love and hatred and love and making this his fundamental principles* 

%at they meant, the principles are all there, in otherwards is a kind of checking 
cn tiia truth of Aristotle. Histoiy of philosophy, this doesn fi t exist® History of 
political philosophy didn’t exist at all* The first histories of political philosophy 
come out of tbs nineteenth century® There are a few, I remember a paper on history of 
natural right in Latin in a German university in the late seventeenth century* But 
that was a kind of celebration of the birthday of the prince they had, and the men 
wanted to speak about something that would be of soms interest to the broader public 
and then he spoke about the history Just as a mathematician might occasionally speak 
about the history of theory of functions instead of speaking about the propositions of 
the theory of functions itself® But that did not mean that they were unhistorical* 

The old philosophers were unhistorical in a crude sense* It was understood that 
political philosophy presupposes history, meaning this® (if, wi thout the ex perience 
ofjy ie var ia t y._ of s o cia 1 ord ers, the ques tion^af toaliegt . so cia l order couldnot hav e 
been rais edo Just as you see today someone who never left his small valley will, of 
course, think that valley is the world and will hot see that there are other possi¬ 
bilities of living® The question which kind, which way of life is the best, cannot 
a zi£e . because it is,.a imply centered b y the narrowness of the horizon ® One can say 
generally^regarding classical poiitical~phiiosophy~tfet without the work of Herodotus, 
Histoiy, at the sane time Anthropology* or an equivalent. Piato and Aristotle are 
wSoEy unintelligible, it is presupposed® And if Foster and seme other people say too 
Greeks knew only of one civilization and therefore there was no problem, whereas we 
know of many civilizations, he's grossly wrong® It is not true that the Greeks s&mply 
said there are Greeks and everyone else is a barbarian* Herodotus alona is 


a proof that the Greeks knew of a variety of wist they regarded as high civilizations 
and if, you don*t even have to go to Herodotus* Xou can only read Plato*s 
for example* or tbs laws and see what he says about Egypt to see that the variety 
of civilizations, as we might call it, was known and was the very premise of it* 

But political philosophy, but history, however important, important as a 
presupposition and an introduction, as it were, to political philosophy was in itself 
not sub—philosophic, not reaching the philosophic level o As Bacon put it later on© 
but in a period of earlier time, the human faculty which corresponds to history is 
memory and memory is not thinking* Thinking proper, that is philosophy. But tills 
much very roughly about the old notion, the traditional notion of the relation of 
philosophy to history* 

How I turn to tie second point* how did earlier philosophers conceive of the 
variety of philosophies? Were they not worried by the fact that there was a variety 
of schools at all times? They were not worried by this* They explained it as follows: 

The subject matter is of such a difficulty that this alone explains the variety of 
opinions* In the words of Aristotle, “Just as the eycsof night birds are related to 
the light cf the day, so is the mind of our soul related to the highest principles* 

How if that ±3 so, why should there not be, it would be altogether impossible not to 
have variety of opinion* Xou can say, well, what about mathematics? Is mathematics 
not very difficult and is there not unanimity? Xes, but does not the question arise? 
is not mathematics, in spite of all its great difficulties, of a radically different 
character? Plato has discussed the problem of mathematics, of the mathematical mind, 
in a series of dialogues which begins with the dialogue TiflB&tetus , which everyone who 
is interested in the problem of philosophy, as distinguisSOroi mathematics or 
science in general, should read and more than once* Theeotetus © But also the too 
sequels, the dialogues called the Sophist and Statesman deal ing with the same theme * 

(vVell you can*t see it, I*m sorry, fheaetetus©) Now in this dialogue Theaetetus 0 there 
is a so-called excursus in which Socrates describes without saying so, without saying 
so quite clearly at least, the mathematical mind. It is a mind which loses itself 
completely in the beauty of mathematical objects, because exactness, stringency, 
clarity, that was for" Plato the greatest of all beauties, except the highest* A n d 
I think every one of you that has ever studied mathematics with sense success will 
have made the experience of this beauty© But the mathematician^as mathematician 
forgets himself and his human situation in the contemplation of the mathematical objects*, 
Socrates used the very strong teraj he does not know whether his neighbor, his fellow 
man, is a human being or some other brute 0 Xou must understand that accidentally he 
may know it, but not as mathematician© W^at does it mean? Mat hem tics in spite of 
all it3 great virtues is partial, it deals with special kind of objects© Philosophy 
is comprehensivec Above all, philosophy is self-comprehension, self-knowledge© * 

Philosophy questions men’s whole being and, therefore,the difficulty is greater than 
in any other intellectual pursuit© Prom this very fact, from the very comprehensiveness 
of philosophy, there follows the desire of philosophers to master the whole by 
cutting off questions, to simplify 'the things© In other words,philosophy necessarily 
generates its own worst enem£, necessarily© And this worst enemy we can call the 4 

charm of competence© T^at is fundamentally what Plato meant by the Sophist in the :M 

highest sense of the term* a man who is very clever, who is very intelligent, but | 

charmed by it in such a way that he does not realize the limits of his competence © 

It leads in practice to an absolutization of parts or pieces of the whole and that | 

explains the variety of philosophies© The variety of philosophies, in other words, 
is due to the fact that philosophy is philosophy , love of wisdom© Unanimity can not • 
even be expected becaus of the comprenensive, not partial character of the question© 
There will always be people who prefer simple answers because of their simplicity, .1 

merely for that, and who therefore stop thinking at an arbitrary s lected point© | 

Now, but that would have been the answer of man like Plato aid Apistotlej ths fact | 
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that there are also a variety of schools and even a disagreement among them* as though 
they were not so definite and certain as, say, Democritus and the Atomists ware® * ,„ 


Change of tape® 


,. .-Cruelty and hatred are, for example, forms of meanness, of pettiness 0 And as for 
the superiority of philosophy over other human pursuits, it appeared to them most 
simply the fact that not to philosophize means to believe to know what one does net 
know and this is a form of boasting or pretending. That is to say, which noone, who 
can be taken seriously, would allow. At any rate, whatever the difference, whatever 
the theoretical disagreements were, there was no anarchy regarding morality among tho 
classical thinkers. To take soma of which to me is most striking. TJhen you study 
the histor^iof Thucydides and ths Platonic dialogues, but, and you understand, which 
does not mean that you read superficially, the crude and nfissive and politically 
important value judgments of Thucydides are not different from those of Plato. 

For example s that Pericles was infinitely superior to thB crook-like Cleon and to 
take the most massive example, must one question. And even that Pericles was very 
questionable from a very highppoint of view, no disagreement between Plato and 
Thucydides. The disagreements refer to other thin s which are not irrelevant for 
action. Now this variety of political doctrines cannot be disposed of by anything. 

As you see today, for seme of the technological positivists and their opponents. 

Each group is certain that the other is wrong and yet no group can convince the 
othero let no group is not for a moment disturbed by this very facto That was 
always so. 


It is than essential to philosophy that there is a v&rietjaf philosophies. 
¥&f;.r&£-fcihis fact that took on such importance in the nineteenth century so that it 
led to a redefinition of the function and scope of philosophy? That was true, no 
doubt, partly, to tbs success of science, physics, and the contrast between physics 
and philosophy* But this is altogether insufficient as an explanation. In order to 
prepare a better explanation, let us first consider the historicist itself, on its 
moot simple level. I repeat what I said before. Political phi lo sophy must become 
self-understanding of a timQjof a society^ and its ideas. T^at is the view which I 
read to you from Foster. Nov/ it is also represented in A. D. Lindsay e s Modem 
De mocratic State , 1 in which it is said, the question, thejold-fashion question of 
tHe ’right" political order or of th3 state must be replaced by the question of the 
modern state or of the operativeTSsas of our civilization or of our vllues. Yes* 
well I don f t want to speak of the difficulty. Mow can you really speak of the 
modern state without glorifying the state itself which seems to me an important 
difficulty But I quote Lindsay* n Any thorough discussion of those ideas of our 
society is bound to give some consideration to the absolute worth of such ideas.” 

“Which means, we are back where we “were. We are again back to the old permanent 
questions which of cours.; prove to be'the primary questions. You cannot judge, 
speak properly of the values of your society intelligently if you do not measure 
them by the ideas© It is, in other words, it seems to be impossible to abandon the 
old questions of political philosqhies. But what could be the consequence if the 
histcricist thesis were correct? The only consequence could be that the answer would 
be different. That ultimately the question of the absolute world of ideas, to use 
Lindsay 3 s phrases, that the answers differ from the historical situation to historical 
situation. Yet how can an answer satisfy us which, regarding the absolute worth of 
our ideas, which will prove to be provisional. How can anything satisfy us in these 
natters of which we know in advance that it is dated, which means that it has a flaw 
somewhere. 


The thought, one can express the historicist thesis as follows* the thought of 
every epoch is surrounded by wails which one cannot consent. That is not a good 



simile because there are limitations which you cannot overcome«, If you know the 
limitations, you are already beyond them© Stated simply: if every age has a pre¬ 
judice, a fundamental prejudice, which will be discarded by the next age, in the 
moment you know that prejudice as a prejudice, you are already free from it, in 
principle© So one would have to say then, more precisely, and that is what I mean, 
the thought of every epo ch is sur rounded by invisibleigalls. We mate assumptions 
which we regard as evidence^ which"we camiolrtielp^regarding as evidence, and which 
in a way which no one can foresee, will app ear to be ur^vfc fetit to later generation s© 
But if this is so, and we are forced to raise the fundamental questions we shall 
be as certain of our answer, of the answer which suggests itself to us as earlier 
generations h, ve been of theirs© V.hat would be the difference? Some slight un¬ 
easin ess thatjge know or that our sights believe to be final will perish again*,. 

But that can be of no use to us, because we can’t help raising the question, because 
we can’t help, to quote Lindsay again* "giving son© consideration to the absolute 
wox*th of the ideas cf our society© n And raising the question means looking for an 
answer and the answer will appear to us as evident as it appeared to earlier man© 

And yet we divine without being able to make any use^ ofLit© That it will prove to 
be audited "answer^ as allTanswere Have proved to be dated, and th.Lt is that* 


Still a general uneasiness exists which did not exist in former times in 
regarding philosophic answers© Lst us consider the historicist thesis by itself then© 

I mean, one can state the thesis as follows, and one must state it to begin with as 
follows* all hmsa Jih ought^ all thought, _ is historica l* The hip est principles of 
theor y and practice are specific si tuations © But what about tnis thought 

itself that all thought is historical? Must this also not be hist oric al,, relative t c 
^particular s ituation and itself be doomed ^n-perish again? Historicism belongs to 
ths nineteenth"and" twentieth century Just as utilitariaruM'belon ;s to the eighteenth 
and nineteenth century and we would simply have to look into this historical connection 
and by this we v/ould have to begin at historical explanation of historical relativism 
and that would be the first and decisive step toward liberation from historical 
relativism© This difficulty is a serious one, no douot, but it does not exhaust the 
issue© It is more important, it is equally important, I think, to consider tte pre¬ 
misses© Has the premise that all thought is historically relative and only histori¬ 
cally relative ever been established or how can it possibly be established? You 
all remember the scheme from your college courses and so you have here a series of 
doctrines, a system we might call it, and you have hare a series of periods and 
ths general idea is ths doctrines a function of the situation© (Mr 0 Strauss at this 
time made use of the blackboard to give a more precise explanation)© How do we know 
that? I readdress it to you© What is the general answer given in these courses? 

Hew do we know this? Plato-—the Greek city, Machiavelli—the Renaissance, Hobbes— 
the absolute monarchy of the seventeenth century, John Stuart Mill—nineteenth dentury 
England after the reform periodo And so, how do we know that? Excuse me if I ask 
you this question,?ooolt is a very simple question© That is the reason why I apologise© 
(Apparently an answer was given from the floor at this point©) I Q s, historical 
evidence© But what does historical evidence prove in these matters? 

A short question period followed© 

let us assume all the thinkers have been studied and all have found wanting and 
can uhen show that they have been found wanting because they have accepted ths 
prejudices of their time© Aristotle accepted the prejudice that slavery is Just, 

Hobbes excepted ths prejudice that there must be some absolute Leviathan like power, 
and so on, and so on© But still, that would, strictly speaking, prove only, something 
only regarding political philosophy up to now, because history could not do more than 
that© It would not disprove of the possibility of political philosophy© So there is 
something else which is implied© ©© ©More questions©© 0 © 








But I would draw one conclusion from this rapid survey and 1 think that would be 
conserved by any zoo re detailed analysis© That the historical evidence in itself 
pfoves absolutely nothing and what is presupposed is a philosophic criticism of 
political philosophyo First you prove the impossibility of political philosophy 
which means of course also the impossibility of moral philosophy——that is inseparable— 
you prove the impossibility of moral or political philosophy and than you can, if 
you wish, say how could these gsniuscs be so benighted and then you can say, well, 
it has something to do with their times© But it is absolutely uninteresting© 

The crucial tiling, the only important thing, is the philosophic truth of the im¬ 
possibility of moral and political philosophy© Now one can also state it as follows: 
(Again, Mr© Strauss uses the blackboard)© Let us assume we have a perfect line here, 
two sets of data and one to one coordination® Doctrines are functions of time and “•V 
that we are absolutely certain it would be perfectly compatible with the possibility / 
that one doctrine, any you can think of, is the true doctrine and on^y this man was > 
so fortunate as to live on a kind of peak in "which there existed the greatest f 

possibility of seeing the truth© And in other periods there were some kind of j 

obfuscations, various kinds of obfuscations© The historical evidence proves ab— " 

selutely not© And therefore one has to consider the philosophic argument© We 
cannot do that now, it is too late, but I would only like to describe it in a 
very general way, formal way© We can say it is a Critique of Human Reason® Now 
such critiques of human reason were made with such resounding effect by Hume and by 
Kant© But both Hume f 3 and Kant's criticisms were limited because they allowed for 
the p ^ 3 sibility of a permanently true moral teaching and therefore of a permanently 
true* political teaching© But it is too long® So it is not the critiques offtmman 
reason as we find them in the works of **ume and Kant, but an enlargement of that, 
that moral reason is included© Just as Kant and Hume believed tha proven 
impossibility of metaphysics, some other people must have proven the impossibility 
of moral philosophy© That is one thing. But one other step was needed: to 
establish what seems to be historic ism, and that is the alleged or real proof that 
science rests on metaphysical foundations® Because if that is so, and metaphysics 7 
is impossible as objective truth, science can only be as a whole radically hypo- S 
thetical and favored by given types of societies© That indeed a critique of reason j 
enlarged so that it exnbssces moral reason as well as science, that is the basis of 
historicism© AM we must say first, we must try at least to get some notion of how 
this Critique of Reason looked like ancTa lso see how andT^iy a Critiq ue o f Reason 
which in^itsalfTias nothing, jblTdo wi^THstory couldr^ec dme connected with history . 
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that"is to say©historical evidence© And we will try to do that next time© 


Lecture 2 January 30$ 1956 

©oooThese assumptions on which society, an epoch is based legitimate for the 
situation in question simultaneously the understanding of facts and evaluation® 
Science, so far from being the highest fora of human understanding, is derivative 
from a comprehensive view of a specific time, but is derivative from that and can 
tiie ref ore never claim the highest status© The change from one comprehensive view 
to another dees not have the character of a progress© This is what I believe to be 
histericism in contradistinction to positivism according to which science is the 
perfection of man 8 s natural uMerstanding and it is in principle progressive or 
cumulative© And furthermore positivism implies the radical distinction between 
fact and values of which I have spoken. Now I said only last time that what is now 
being taught, especially in the social sciences, is something in between positivism 
and historicism© You find the pure form of positivism rather frequently, but you 
will find the pure form of historicism very rarely© But what you have is something 
in between© And therefore, I am not sure whether you recognize historicism as 


^ easily as you find, as you recognize positivism* I most make clarity about that 
* otherwise we don’t, wouldn’t understand each other* 

Xs a notion of a comprehensive view, which is my translation of the Canaan 
word, Weltanschaung , intelligible to you? Well* let me take an example which is 
most familiar^perhaps© And that is Spongier© tiihen Spongier speaks of a variety of 
cultures and each culture has its foliar overall understanding of all possible 
ph enomena, a part of it is its understandin^of nature which may then be developed" * 
in to a science o But this science, say modern science, is not the perfection of our 
ordinary understanding of natural things© But it is a specific'ToiTO which this 
understand ing takes injfcha_jaodern world* ftThas taken an entirely different form in 
classical antiquity or in Babylonia or in Egypt or wherever else we might be, and it 
is impossible to say one is superior or truer than the other® Now if, it doesn’t 
make any great difference whether you understand these units in the Spenglerian way 
as comprehensive cultures or in a narrower way® The principles remain the same* 

I think even in the sociology of knowledge, as it is generally taught, there is some 
implication in this direction that knowledge, all knowledge, this means of course 
also scientific knowledge, rests __ qn a ce rtsin^g ocial structure * And this social 
structure in itself is connected with other things * Tffi it science is not, it derives 
ultimately from principles which are not rationally evident, but imposed U;;on the 
Human JujadTJ Now do _ you have any difficulty which you are able to state so that 1^ 
have some”point, some possibility of clarifying it?®oooQuestion Period 0 o* oMcdetn 
science in its* <>© procedures is correct and because, of course, while it is never 
completely correct, it is constantly changing^ it has in itself its principles of 
correction* As long as this view is maintained, I would speak of positivism* But 
at the moment science itself is drawn into this relativistic conception, science, 
modern science, is just one peculiar way of looking: at this * This ia not 
intrinsically superior to any other way of looking at this* In that moment it 
has ceased to be positivism* Bo you see that? Now once this step is taken, there 
is no longer any reason for distinguishing betv/een facts and values as it was done by 
the positivists, because, in the first place, this distinction is based entirely o.i 
science and the understanding of the methods of science, and secondly, since these 
overall principles which guide human understanding of a specific time or a specific 
epoch or society are evidences themself* You know© There is no difference* There 
is a eogiative status between the highest principles of theoretical ■ ; scientific 

understanding and the highest principles of evaluation* Is this not cJear ? And that 
I call historicism* 

Now the practical consequence is this* Whereas according to positivism, political 
philosophy is just nonsense, astrology, alchsny or so, according to the historicist 
view political philosophy is legitimate and necessary© It is the self-consciousness 
o f a specific histo rical situation and that means also of the idea ls, belo.nging3S3^ut 
situation© This ouid not exclude the extreme possibility that within certain periods 
t here m ight be a variety of ideas because this variety might belong togettor, in. 
o ther words7 a society or a period might be so constructed that it allow s or ca ll fr for, 
an op pos iti&n re garding ideals'within itself* Historical situation in that case would 
be characterized by the opposition between two antagonistic ideas* But this anta¬ 
gonism wculdhhave its root in thessame overall comprehensive view* * ' 

\ 

Now I tried to show last time that historicism cannot be established by historical 
evidence* Historical evidence cannot shew more than the different epochs of 
societies are characterized by the different comprehensive views* Historical evidence 
cannot show, I mean for example the Greeks had a different notion of a good society 
than, say,a Medieval man has* Of course everyone who can read historical bocks can 
do that* But history itself cannot show th. t these ultimate presuppositions are 
uneviaent* Why should not cne of the comprehensive views be the true view? Hisboiy 



a 3 bis tory cannot show that® The less can. history show th£-t this will always be so 
because it is necessarily so 0 History has only to do what has happened up to new * 

And if history could show* the utmost it could show, w.iich of course it cannot show, 
is that up to now all thought has rested on unevident assumptions ultimately 0 But 
this does not prove that this must be so 0 It may be® Up to now there was not a 
real political philosophy, but it might come in the future® Historicism can be 
established only by philosophy, by a philosophical Critique of Human Reason which 
shows especially that moral or political ph i losophy as quest for the rigjit life or 
the good society is impossible• Now we have to consider this philosip:iic critique 
a 53 also where and why historical evidence somehow enters the philosophic arguments® 
Now to understand that, we have to remind ourselves first of, again, of the original 
form of philos phy* I take as a simple example, a relatively simple example, Aristotleo 


Now let us start of Aristotle^s analysis of the sacred cow, the svered cow, the 
sacred white cow* Now what does Aristotle say about that® He says the cow is white, 

±p, itself o But what about its sacredness? Is a cow sacred in itself as it is white 
in itself? No® It is sacred for the Hindus. And that fully developed means it is 
sacred by virtue of a convention® This convention doen’t have to be an explicit 
decision, but it is not necessary® Some tacit agreement made it sacred® And only 
by virtue of that tacit agreement is it sacredo In otherwords, Aristotle pre¬ 
supposes a distinction between convention and nature® And this distinction justifies 
the quest for what is by nature just, as distinguished from what is nearly just by 
human legislation or human custom® To justify the quest for that social order, which 
is beat, according to nature® It allows to examine what is actual in human societies 
in the light of natural standards® Tte Aristotelian view justifies a critical attitude 
tow ! rds the actual® Now these standar s of the natural just or the best society are 
discovered by thinking of figuring out, as one could say, in Greek \oyt<r/io$ (logismos) 
in Latin ratiocination by figuring out what is most conducive to issa 9 s excellence 
or virtue as it is popularly called, which excellence is pointed to by man’s nature® 

That is to say, in other words, thought is here conceived as standing outside, as 
being capable of standing outside any particular society® Aristotle, as a philosopher, 
was not a Greek® (As a human being he was a Greek® But he has something in himself, 
thinking, which allows himself not to look at things from a Greek point of view but ? 
from the human point of view® He i 3 outside of any particular society, but of course p 
he is withlh^the~cbsincs, within the world, the universe®^) 


Now this overall view which I sketched was attacked at the beginning of the 
modern era by Utopians, we can say 0 Societies are not concerned with virtue, but 
only with cruder things* security, prosperity, prestige, and freedom® Societies are 
concerned with virtue only as means for these crude things ® And that means ultimately, 
it was assumed, contrary to^ what ArtstotleT>elieved, that man is not by nature 
social 5 is by nature selfish, and nothing but selfish® And only calculation in¬ 

duces him to enter society® Now selfishness means, reduced to its principle, man is 
by nature concerned primarily and chiefly with his self preservation® But self 

preservation thus understood and concerned with self preservation thus understood 
has a character of a passion® Reason is necessary, but reason means, is nothing, 
but reason finds the means for satisfying the passions® Reason, then, serves the 
passions® This was the first step which led to. the view which I am trying to 
describe® Now in this view there is this difficulty® Man here is conceived of to 
be asocial by nature or we could also say presocial because we always enter then 
society® The technical expression for this is man lives by nature in a state of 
nature in the sense in whichHobbes and Locke speak of that® From this there arose 1 

a new understanding of natural right or natural justice® The principle of this new \ 
type of natural right is not virtue bu t self preservation ® %t still even here we 
have a natural standard which allows us to judge of what is actual anywhore® It ia 
still true, to come back to the principle, that the cow is white in itself and 
sacred only for the Hindus® To that extent modern rationalism, if we may use that 



word 5 agrees with classical rationalism* But its content has entirely changed* 

But now I remind you of something you all know* This* that the cow is 
white in itself be comas questionable* White, well you know, in every most 

elementary* * op^rsics beyond that, white is, as Locke called ifc, a secondary cjiality* 
The cow is not white in itself, but only for man* in dee d for all men* There are 
primary qualities* These are the qualities which belong to moved natter, as such, 
spatial, impenetrable, and so on* Now everything must be understood as a modifi¬ 
cation of moved matter* I do not know this statement is best if I know it really, 
if I understand the configuration of moved matter, this is* But that means, in 
other words, to understand anything must mean to understand its genesis out of 
moved matter* Generally, to understand anythin g dLfcs genesis, 

to reproduce it, to rep eat~the~'prdcS saTof ita^protfa c^ matter * Bid, 

'how do we know that^ever^hSg^Sid in fact come intcTbeihg out of moved matter? 

It is sufficient to answer that only this assumption will allow a perfectly lucid 
account, a clear and distinct account of everything* Then, perhaps that is un~ 
interesting and irrelsvent* Moved matter is only a necessary hypothesis^ that is 
to say a creation of the human understanding* But if that is so it means to under~ 
&tand means to make, to create* Of course it is not making with our hands, but 
making*o* is to make intelle ctual mod els as one could say* For simplicity 9 s sato 
let us disregard any'distinction between urnerstanding~and reason and say to reason 
means to create* Now in this stage we have a thought which is not only out of any 
particular society, but strictly speaking outside of the world* Because by creating 
everything out of itself, it is not within the world* Reason creates and that 
means scientific understanding* Why does it do it* Ultimately in order to serve 
self preservation, that is to say, passion* The same is formulated at the beginning 
of the modem times* Science is in the service of power* Now reason is here still 
a faculty which essentially belongs to man*s nature* 3ut one cannot leave it at 
that* If to understand something means at least to reproduce it, to understand its 
genesis, to understand reasons means to understand the genesis of reason* That is 
the point where we come somewhat closer to what we mean by the philosophic, critique 
of reason* ^ To understand r ea sons Cleans to understand the genesis of reasoz ^Q 

New I would like to show how this originally was done* The crudity of the thought 
ffiust not disturb you because here yon see much mors dearly what in later stages is 
cnly conceived* The premise was man is by nature pre-social* Eut reason presupposes 
society* * * *So if man is by nature pre-social, that means man is by nature pre-rational, 
orangutan* And doubtless cense perceptions and desires was their preservation, 
such as any higher animals*** 0 Han became rational* Why and how? You see what I am 
now sketching is the argument developed by Rousseau in the His course on the Origin 
cf Inequality in about 1752* Tj*at is to say mors than a hundred years prior to 
Egrwin* A theory of evolution is philosophically uninteresting for this reason 
because the crucial important indication of it antedates the theory of evolution by 
more than a hundred years, at least the Darwinian version* Now man became rational* 

Eqw and why did this happen? Answer* He was compelled to become rational in order 
to survive* He ted to invent and by some strange accident he, distinguished from 
ether orangutans, could invent and did not simply perisho Now the connection is 
very simply, but I indicate it briefly so you see how it workd* This extremely 
simple people. If we can call them already people, were very prolific because they 
were healthy and there were no restraints whatever, of course, and so they were 
very prolific* Now overpopulation followed* Now this is assumed they live on an 
idlando**or anyway in a country surrounded by high mountains or large rivers* 

So they were forced by this situation in order to survive to invent something* 
Ultimately to work* And out of this work there arose, the experience of work 
and so on, there- gradually arose higher forms of invention of understanding* 

Inother words, the environment and men 1 s basic needs together brought about the 
rationality of man 0 It was a process of trial and error naturally, but this means 



that moil be corns ever mars clever and ever more experienced* 5 The process 
culminates at a certain point where man discovers the true principles of public 
law, of political philosophy, whatever yon might call it* Han did not seek for 
theme He Just tried to preserve himself, under the circumstances, for the time 
being* B u t he learned something in the process* At a certain moment, very late 
the general notion of a natural right dawns upon him* But that was only vague 
and impossible* After a long stretch of time by both efforts of philoso¬ 

phers and practical experiences with various kinds of government, man discovered 
then the true public law* T^at man was, according to his own reputation, Rousseau* 

On the basis of that knowledge a radical revolution is possible, because man 
has now thought for the first time the true knowledge of what is right* And this 
radical revolution did coma ft is generally known as the French Revolution* The 
realm of darkness ends; the realm of reason begins* The most complete revolution 
which ever was and, one can say, which ever will be, because what came later, how* 
ever radical or brutal it may be, is only a continuation of this fundamental 
notion that man, by his own understanding, can draw such a line* But of course 
the argument can immediately be turned around* Reason has become, has been 
acquired* That is the crucial point* Man is not by nature rational; it has been 
acquired* And it has been acquired by an infinitely long and slow process* B u t 
since man’s characteristic of a human being is humanity, consists in hla rationality^ 
wa can also say, man’s humanity has been acquired* He has not been equipped by 
nature with it* And since this process is an altogether mechanical process, not a 
teleological process, not a process driving unconsciously toward the goal, it was 
acquired, the humanity or reaso%was acquired in different ways, in different places, 
on the earth* The variety is due to the variety of circumstances* There becomes a 
trade questions how can there be a unity of human nature in a meaningful way, on 
this basis? I think in the work of Thomas Jefferson there are some traces of this 
difficulty* V-feat I want to point out, however, is the fact that from this same view 
en antirevolutionary conclusion could equally be drawn* ***Not the revolutionary, 
but a conservative attitude* Humanity has been acquired by a very long process* 
Through this process, through this work of many, many generations, we owe everything 
of any value in us* Not remorse, but gratitude* There is nothing valuable, nothing 
human, which has not been inherited* So, I 0 m not concerned whether you take the 
revolutionary or conservative interpretation of this point of view* They belong to, 
they have a common basis* The common basis is humanity has been acquired* And two 
of these opposite conclusions can be drawn from it* A n d that is the reason why 
the issue conservatism versus radicalism does not go to the root of the natter* It 
all depends what kind of conservatism, what kind of radicalism* 

Now the Torsion which I sketched is the materialistic version* I sketch it 
because it is more simple, it is older, and it also has a special importance because 
that is the version which,in a more complicated way, is Marxist doctrine* Everyone 
who wants to understand Marxist teaching really must first read Rousseau’s Discourse 
on the Origin of Inequality* There the foundation has been made and the difficulties 
in Rousseau lead then to, lead Mars, one could say, to integrating certain elements 
of Hegel, which gave it its peculiar form* Now I would like, however, to sketch 
the opposite»version of philosophy, the common history* And that is the idealistic 
version* 

Wq can state it as follows i the whole materialistic view, including the 
materialistic philosophy of history, is based on a hypothesis, moved matter, or 
however we might call it, is posited by the human understanding necessarily* But 
it is only posited* In other words, we arrive at the distinction between the 
phenomenal world which can very well be construed materialistic ally , and the true 
woz*ld, or, as Kant called it, the thing in itself* I think I shall use this Kantian 
expression* The phenomenal world can be understood perfectly in materialistic and 


deterministic terms, but there is the phenomenon of freedom which transcends that 
phenomenal world and freedom* moral freedom* freedom under the moral world* lets 
us divine the thing in itself as spiritual realm of which we have no knowledge and 
can only be Have 0 T^e phenomenal world is o construction or creation of the under¬ 
standing of the creative spontaneous activity of the subject* One can turn this 
thought around and that is fundamentally what the successors of Sant did, the 
German philosophers Schelling and Hegelo But is this creative activity of the 
human mind not the real thing in itself? T^e human mind in its creativity* both 
theoretical and practical activities, is the thing in itself* B^t what about 
nature? W e ll nature* too* is mind, dormant mind pointing toward the human mind 
aa perfection* Now the human mind is becoming, developing* This process is 
intelligible, orderly* teleological* The human mind is thinking itself* What 
does that mean? Gone rally speaking the mind is thinking itself; it wants to become 
conscious of itself and this* the conscious seeking itself* this is the human mind* 

Li history* in this developing of the human mind, the word mind is seeking to arrive 
at consciousness of itselfo The root of history is in the freedom* But the his¬ 
torical process is nevertheless a necessary process* I quote Schel l i ng here* 

"History combines the appearance of freedom in the individual or in detail* with 
necessity in the whole* with absolute necessity* 11 And therefore it is possible 
since the historica^process is wholly rational and orderly, one can construct or 
reconstruct the whole historical process fully* This rational construction of the 
whole historical process is indeed not the whole of philosophy* but an integrate 
part of philosophy* Just as in Rousseau 1 s construction, which was fundamentally 
nHterialistic* the historical process culminates into dlszatary of the true public law* 
The true public law* Public law doss not mean here of course positive law* But it 
means a natural public law, a natural public law* a notion alien to pre-modem ‘thought 
which emerged in the seventeenth century* Do you understand what the term natural 
public law means? Well have you ever read the beginning of the Declaration of Inde¬ 
pendence? In this case* * other© are certain fundamental rights of man and these 
rights by themselves determine in a universally valid way what the right order of 
political society is, in a universally valid way 0 This thought did not exist until 
modem times* But of course one mast develop it, and the development are given 
in Lccke 8 s Civil Govern ment* aa Hobbes 1 Leviathan , in Rousseau*s Social Contract , 
and also in So natural public law means a doctrine of public law which is 

based entirely on reason and not on positive law* These kind of doctrines are 
tJie great works of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries are mentioned, and 
the last work of this kind is Hegel 1 s Philosophy of Right , which is stil^ of the 
sum type* I repeat, just as in Rousseau, in the materialistic tradition, because 
whatever Rouss au 8 s private opinions may have been, this crucial work of his, the 
d:-scourse on the Origin of Inequality, is based on materialistic foundations* Just 
as the materialistic version, the idealistic version has the same character* There 
is an historical process in which man reaches maturity* This process has the char¬ 
acter of a necessary process* In the materialistic version, it was merely mechanical 
noc3ssity| in the Hegelian version it was teleological necessity; but in both cases 
there is a separate* intelligible necessity* And in both cases, in the discovery of 
the true public law* What does it moan in the Hegelian version which is more 
important for our purposes because the whole later developsnt starts from Hegsl and 
not from Rousseau? 

In the first place the rights of man have been recognized as a basis for every 
society* Reason has recognized it* It is not important that every particular 
state . ha 3 recognised it /If notj? it is only a sigi that this state is backward* 

The dignity of every human being has been recognized, the freedom of the conscience* 
of science, and so on, no arbitary punishment and all the other parts* But* and 
that is the difference between Hegel end Rousseau* the equal rights of wen do not 
mean equal political rights* In other words, the culmination is not democracy* in 
whatever form, but the state following after the abortive effort to establish 


democracy in Europe, namely in France* Sow what was this, what came after this 
democracy, especially the Jacobin efforts established after democracy had failed# 

You know the facts* You*ve read our history* There was, first there came Napoleon, 
which was not democracy*. And then after Napoleon was defeated, there came the 
reign of the Holy Alliance* But that meant, especially in Germanyo*oY/hat was then 
called Constitutional Monarchy* In what sense it was constitutional it was always 
controversial because the liberals really did not regard it as constitutional* 

But the main point is this, for Hegsl to decide this point: that this state is based 
on the recognition of the rights of man and the construction would rather be this* 

That in order to have a successful guarantee for government, democracy is not 
adequate and you must have a government of an independent origin of derivative from 
the people, hereditary monarchy, but hereditary monarchy which is conceived as a 
state of lav/, of a legal order* Now in other words what Hagpl said then is this: . 
the Prussian monarchy of the lS20 ? s understood as a corporate state three main 
groups: the peasants, below* the business and trading interests, second* ana the 
highest, not the nobility, but the intelligent* By intelligent Hegel means what^ 
is now called, in this country, bureaucracy, and what would be caned by He gal, if 
he had to speak in English, civil service* Meaning the locus of intelligence or 
wisdom is? and ought to be, people actually concerned v/ith the conduct of business 
in a responsible way and properly trained and educated and not only by having taken 
a course in public administration, but especially having taken courses in philosophy 
and history* 

Nov/ I would like to sketch briefly how Hegel saw that because that is the 
starting point in variation that arrives in later forms too* Now, in Hegel*s 
construction is this* the freedom of men, which moans the freedom of every human 
being, was recognized first by Christianity* In the Orient you find the freedom 
of one, namely the despot* in classical antiquity, the freedom of few, of some, 
the citizens as distinguished from the sieves* in Christianity we discover the 
infinite value of the individual soul—all men are .equal before God, the tr&ns** 
cendeat God, with a view to life after death* But that does not mean rights of 
men in any political sense* What was needed for that was the specialization of 
Christianity, wnich, from Hegel*s point of view, does not mean a derogation of 
Christianity, but the perfection of Christianity* Christianity becomes real by 
becoming altogether at home in this world* The process, accordin^to Hegel, began 
With the Reformation and reached its full culmination in the French Revolution# 

But the French Revolution properly corrected* the proper correction is the independence 
of government, in regard to the popular will* Now the mind is essentially devel¬ 
oping* 0 n e mind reveals itself in each epoch in religion, art,morality, political 
1.1 ’e, science, and so on, in a specific way* You see here you have the origin of 
Kegel* You have gestalt , as Hegel says it, gestalt of the mind widch shows themselves 
equally in all the different parts of human activities * To be a hu m a n being, or to 
think, means to belong to a specific gestalt of the mind, to a specific order which 
this mind has taken* The individual,' any Individual, and therefore in particular 
the philosopher, is a radical, the son of his times* He cannot move beyond the 
limits left by the time unless something over w.iich he has no control, the mind 
as a whole, the word mind, itself, changes* A^d therefore the true public law 
could hot have become known prior to Christianity, more precisely prior to the 
ompleted secularization of Christianity* It Wc.s not merely an intellectual process 
es some philosophers thought there is something official in Aristotle's Politics 
and then corrected that and so on and so on* Entirely different conception, wKich 
has nothing whatever to do with philosophy, the eruption of Christianity, the Holy 
Roman Empire of the liddls Ages, the attempt to build a Christian society with a 
view to a transcendent Got and life after death* The conflicts between the Papacy 
and the Empire which have nothing to do with philosophy although they may have been 
accompanied by pamphlets written by philosophers, lead then finally to the Reformation 
again wholly outside of philosophy itself* All these gre t changes of man, whether 
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you call them social or political or witt have you* aad wuich could in no way have 
been anticipated by philosophy, they made the foundation for the completion of 
philosophy* Here you have tbs substance of this historization of thought already- 




Now let me take again my example of the sacred cow. How does this look from 
Hegsl f s point of view? N 0 w from Hegel’s point of view, the sacredness of the cow 
has a much higher status than its w.iiteness because what is essentially* in its 
verynnature, for the human mind, sacredness has a higher status than whatever is 
only in itself, like the wniteness* The sacredness of the cow is more real, one 
could say, than its whiteness* tore real* T^ere is more mirdjin it* There is no 
possibility of standing outside of the cosmos and outside of a specific historical 
world or a historical society* But there is this obvious difficulty! the cow is 
sacred only for the Hindus, but not for the human mind as such* But if everything 
of human importance is real only for a specific humanity, how can there be the 
true public law? I s Hegel too not only the son of his times and therefore his 
philosophy, the progeny of one time and bound to perish? Does the historical 
character of all thought, does the fact that all thought belongs to a specif ic 
historical world not necessarily lead to relativism? To which He gal’s answer 
is no* Because there is a fullness of time, an absolute moment. Just as the 
last judgment Day in the Biblical notion, there is a fullness of time in Hegel 
here, only the fullness of time is nog$ meaning 1820 or so* History is completed, 
the possibilities of man have all been exhausted, and therefore man is now capable 
of full sr If-consciousness* Everything which has been in man, so to speak, has come 
out of him, has exteriorated itself essentially* Or, in other words, all problems 
have been solved, tftsoretical and practical* Now by which Hegel of course means all 
fundamental problems * He doesn’t deny the problem of whether Mr* Miller wall marry 
Miss Smitho This will always be a problem for M r o Miller and Miss Smith' at whatever 
age* But the fundamental problems have all been solved* According to Hegel, 
philosophy is the one aspect, so that is absolutely essential and Hegel was protected 
against relativistic consequences by this assumption or this certainty? that the 
process of history has been completed* What can come from now on is only expansion* 
That he naturally admitted* In other words,you do not have this glory of the 
constitutional monarchy everywhere, but you can get it * u * * And also enot everyone 
has seen the truth of Hegel’s philosophy, that again is a matter of time that it 
will take precedence* But no radical change, no true change anymore, except an 
idiotic destruction* T^at is always possible* But no reasonable change is possible* 


Now there is this difficulty in Hegel himself* According to him, philosophy is 
the one aspect of the whole activity of man* Others are religion, art,political 
life, science and so forth* Philosophy is the consciousness of the mind* In art, 
or in religion, or in political life, the mind is active, but not conscious.of what 
it is doing, of its own activity* Philosophy is the consciousness of the mind.and 
therefore the highest form of the mind* Philosophy does not stand above its timej 
it is a consciousness of its time* Yet, in a way, as thinking its time or under** 
standing of its time, it does stand above its time* What does this mean? I 
quote Hegel, "Philosophy begins with the decline of a real worln, meanawg a.real 
Mstoi’ical world* Its use, vitality, have air ady gone* Philosophy comes in 
after a rift has appeared in the world* Philosophy brings about a reconciliation 
between the reality of the world and destructive reflection* Yet this reconcil i ation 
takes place only in thought, not in the earthly world* 11 Now what Hegel means here 
is onlyaa restatement of what Plato indicates in The Republic * Well let us forget 
about Plato himself, but Hegel thinks of course of Plato* What you readin 
every textbook* There was one an integrated, healthy, Greek lire, say the Greek 
which wen the Battle of Marathon and the other battles against the Persian Empire* 

And then a decay began, a disintegration, a disecELution of the pre-existing unity 
of thought and faith* The Sophists are the moot famous manifestations of that* 

Now what Socrates rebels against this disintegration and wants to restore the 





original unity of Greek life* but be could not restore it in reality* He could 
.restore it only in thought* That is Plato's Republic . Not that meant the ripest 
fruit of Greek thought became irrelevant for Greek actuality* it became r levant 
only for later humanity because that migrated and v/as to other countries* or v - 

whatever, it 7 *as appropriated by other nations* and so on* and so on* The strange 
thing is that this same statement about the fact that philosophy comes late, when 
decay sots in, applies according tcfiegel to his own philosophy as wall* ^_ a ve f^ 
famous passage to the Preface to his Philosophy of Right we read: "When philosophy 
pa&rSs its gray in greyoooa form of life has grown old and with gray tod gray that 
world cannot be rejuvenated, but only understood* The owl of Hinerva,/the goddess 
of wisdom) commences its flight only with the beginning of dusk*" The end of 
history is the completion or perfection of human life* No future pasts, no future 
no need for virtue, for heroism, but the be g i nn i n g of the decay, not only of this 
civilisation, but of man, because that civilization is the final, completing 
civilization* T^at is, by the way, exactly what you find in Hegel, in Spangler* 
Because Spengler of coursedoes not say, as a last resort, that all civilizations or 
cultures are ecju sCI - The culture, as he calls Western modern culture,is 

essentially the last culture* It is the last because it alone is capable, has 
succeeded in understanding, culture, in understanding history or the historical 
process* This f ull understanding of the substance of reality, that is the completion 
of understanding and therewith the beginning of the end- This end can last mi l l ions 
of years as but nothing can happen any more, except expansion, external 

expansion arcl so on* So Spengler only populatrized in a way what Hegel had said a 
hundred years before* So that Hegel 1 s attempt to save philosophy, s ve human 
thought, to protect human thought against the danger of relativism, is bought at 
tte price that he has to ascribe to his time an absolute character and this leads 
to the consensuses of an extreme despair from the point of view of everyone else, 
apart from Hegel, regaining the future* 

But nevertheless without re ma indin g oneself of this teaching of Hegel, of which 
I could only give the barest sketch, one cannot understand anything which has 
happened since then because Hegel dete rm i n ed all historical|bhought of the{nineteenth 
century, even that of the anti^egplians* The common view, the common criticism 
of Pie gel ms this* Hell, Hegsl has been refuted by history, i^otherfrords by his 
own Goddess* The Prussian monarchy proved not to be the end of history and many 
other tilings* And of course many objections to Hegel's philosophy proper, to his 
constructions of history and so on, and so on* Out of this, out of the acceptance 
of Hegel's principles and the rejection of Hegsl's doctrine, there arose historicism 
propero Bach philosophy, indeed, belongs to its time and every philosopher is the 
son of his timec But there is no absolute time* The process is infinite, the 
meaningful process is infinite and unfinishable, except externally because of 
catastrophes and so on* Now this characteristic of what is technically called . 
NeoHegelianism* But NeoHegelianism is something which goes much beyond the 
boundaries of what is academically known by that name* F^om here we have to 
understand whether this position, that every individual is the son of his time, 
and that applies to the highest thought of which any human being is capable, and 
there is no absolute time, wither this is a meaningful thought 0 That is the 
real prohlemdf historicis:i 0 *** Change of tape* 

I think Collingwood expressed this more clearly and courageously than 
anyone else I know* I hope I led you^o the point where you can be^cr&a interested* 


Sue at ion Period* ** 
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o * I know of very few people today, really only one person, but a very 
intelligent man, who asserts that Hegel 1 s point of view has not really been 
refuted in any way* That this interpretation as X suggest it, as is generally 
given more or less, doe3 not go to the root of the matter* gel*® system is 
tr&e when it is rightly understood* Now to speak only of the political aspects 
when Hegel accepted the Prussian monarchy of 1815 or after, he became disloyal 
to his primary intention* The real Hegel and his political intensions has to be 
sought in his earlier writings, especially in his greatest book. The Phenomenology 
of the Mind, which he finished in 1806, at the sama time when the Prussian state 
was crushed by Napoleon, the Battle of Vienna* But now the great completer of 
history was not .that poor Prussian king of course, Napoleono Now what is Napoleon 
precisely is the heir , and corrector and stabilizer of the French Revolution* And 
Napoleon, not as tbs French figure in particular, but the rennovator of Europe and 
the completer of Europe* Europe as a radically non-feudal Europe, and egalitarian 
in this sense at least, that every soldier bears the baton of the field marshall 
in his knapsack, according to Napoleon 1 s own world* Now if you enlarge that, you 
arrive at this notion*. Sj[noe Europe is still too small, loo king back from the 
twentieth century, we arrive at the notion of what has been called the homogeneous 
and universal state, universal state, real world state* And homogeneous meaning 
no classes* The classes wer-; the saae 0 Now this position is of course a synthesis, 
as we can say, of f He gel and Marx* Taken from Marx the universality and homogeneity* 
anc taken from lie gel the state and not admitting the withering away of the state* 

It ssems to me that would lead us too far* I mention it because the only really 
good book on Kegel* s Phenomendiqyof the Mind has been written from this point of 
view by a French philosopher in origin, Alexandre Kojeve. Phenomenology of the 
Mind is extremely difficult to understand, but the only real commentary, at least 
onTCarge per'-.?? of the book, where you can see what Hegel is talking about, is that 
given by Kc^ve and certain dubious Qjad questionable assumptions he makes regarding 
Hegel do net affect the interpretation of the particular passage to any significant 
degree* But it seems to me the natural sight would in all cases be the same and 
even where perfection of society and philosophy coincide fundamentally, there is 
only a difference of hundred and fifty years, say, between Hegel and, or two hundred 
years, between homogeneous and universal state, but it is that they belong together 
and for the same society* That is then the decay, universal phillistinism,. as we 
jnay call it, is the consequence of the perfection of mankind* But X do not have to 
discuss this here in this conection in greater detail* 


I would rather to go now to Collingwood, because Collingwood ? s position is a 
more common view* There is, man 11 s human thought is indeed radically historical, 
but there is no possible end of history* X read you how Collingwood interprets 
Bagel 9 s notion of the end of time: n A critic of Hegel has said that a philosophy 
of history which raise® the cause of human life from its beginning to the end of 
the world in the last judgment a3 medaeval thinkars did, is a respectable and 
dignified thing* But Hegel’s philosophy of history, which makes history end not 
with the last Judgment, but with the present day, only ends in gLorifying and 
idealising the present, defying that any further progress is possible, andproviding 
a pseudo-philosophical Justification for a polity of rigid and unintelligent 
conservatism*” But here Collingwood says ‘ Hegel is surely in the right* The 
philosophy of history is, according to his idea of it, history itself, philosophically 
considered* That is seen from the inside* But the historian has no knowledge of the 
future* What documents, what evidence has he, from which to ascertain facts that 
have not yet happened? And the more philosophically he looks at history, the more 
clearly he recognizes that the future is and always will be a closed book to him* 
History must end with the present because nothing else has happened* But this 
does not mean glorifying the present or thinking that future progress is impossible. 

It only means recognizing the present as a fact and realizing that we do not know 
what future progress will be* In other words, he tries to take the whole thing out v 



of Hegel's assertion and says that for us, for every generation, the present must 
be the end. But that is not what Hegel said, Tfe must see, however, how Oo lling wood 

tries to solve tb^problem c 

I give you first a brief survey of what he is generally trying to do* He 
tries to build up a philosophy of history* This philosophy of history is of course 
ultimately indebted to Hegel* But the way in which fk>3JLingwood states his argument 
is not in every point and not vexy related to Hegel* Philosophy of 

history, as Oollingwood understands it* emerses as sequel to the rise of scientific 
hispduy* Scientific history emerged* according to Oollingwood* in the latter part 
of the nineteenth century—a new type of history* His first task is to understand, 
the method of this history, of this scientific history, and epistemology of history* 
Now this is, however, a very serious point* Because, according to Collingwood, 
all philosophy up to now, up to now more or. less, was based on the tacit premise 
that hisioricaljknowlege, in the sense of scientific knowledge, is impossible* 
Traditional philosophy taught that the unique, the particular, unique, or the indi¬ 
vidual, can ultimately be understood only in the lightof the permanent or recurrent, 
and therefore he necessarily conceived of history as the study of the individual, 
particular, transitory, as inferior to philosophy of science* And this Collingwood 
wants to change radically* B u t that means, however, much more* Because to think 
about historical thought means also to think about the objects of historical 
thought, about history itself* So philosophy of history must be both epistemology 
of history and metaphysics of history* But that means more than ad addition to the 
traditional branches of philosophy* Philosophy as a whole must be conceived from 
an historical point of view* Simply, in former times people had said the question 
of what man is, is a philosophic question* and the question of what men have done 
or thought is an historical question* But now we know that man is what he can 
do* There is no nature of man* And the only clue to what man can do is what he v 
h &3 dons* Because what he didn 8 t do we cannot knew* So the science of the human 
mind or of human nature, Collingwood might ca l l it, resolves itself into history * 
Philosophy is converted into history* Now the basis of this view is that there is 
such a thing as scientific history* What precisely is that? How is it distinguished 
from earlier history, say what Thucydides did, and so on? 

Knowledge of what wen have done is knowledge of what men have thought* Because 
as Geiiiagwcod asserts, that if you take, for example, economic history, which seems 
to be not human thought but production of one, that ultimately means all his 
purposeful action, thinking, in a wordo All history is, therefore, rightly under¬ 
stood, history of thought* But not merely of philosophic thought, of course 
Scientific history is, therefore, thought about thought* But thou^vb can be known 
only by thinking, and not be mere, ./hen you read a document you don 8 t know it, of 
course* The reading is thinking if it is of any significance* So scientific 
history moans to rethink tha thought of the past, to reenact it, to relive it, 
not ms^iy look at it as something alien to your mind, but relive it in yourself* 

For the human past is not dead cr outside of the mindj it is living, in man 9 s 
mind* So living is past* In other words, by thinking about the ' st, I am really 
thinking about myself as a human being* History will take the place of reflection 
on human nature* Humanity has been acquired* All thinking, however, is critical 
thinking* Tee scientific historian is a critic of earlier thou^xt ,necessarily* 

Ent does he not need a nonhis tori cal philosophy for criticizing the thought oftbe 
past? That is the difficulty* No* He is a critic of the past by virtue of 
being a man of the present, of his civilization* He criticizes necessarily the 
past* Gritieiae , does not mean of course to just condemn or despise it* It may 
also mean accept it* He criticizes the past from the point of view of the 
present, of the historian^ own civilization* Therefore scientific history is 
self-knowledge of the present men, understanding of the coming into being of 
present men* s tliougnt, and the only adequate form of self-knowledge* But 
ph 
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philosophy nas frequently understood in forcer times as seK-kaowledge* Colling- 
wood says the only adequate form of self-knowledge is historical knowledge* 

Now this much about the general thr- sis of Collingwood* Tjfi crucial point in 
contrast with Hegel is this: is this necessarily an unending process, essentially 
an unending process? There is no question of an end of history* Now we will see 
nest time, we ill discuss his autobiography or at least a considerable part of it* 
And it would be very helpful if you were to read it**** 


Lecture 3 February 1, 1956 

coo consists of questioning and answering* This does not mean that the truth is 
relative to the questions 0 The truth resides in the answer, not in the question* 

The question can not bo true, it can only be good, reasonable, apt, and so on* 

However important the question may be, it is directed towards an answer and an 
answer which must take the character of something li ke an apprehension or this is 
it if you don c t want to use any term loaded with traditional meanings* But a more 
serious question has to be raised* Is it true that the process of knowing begins with 
questions? CollifAgwacd says, when Plato described thinking as the d i a lo gue of the 
soul with itself, he meant, as we know from his own dialogues, that it was the 
process cf question and answer and that of these two elements the primacy belongs to 
the questioning activity, the Socrates within us* Now if this is sufficient enough 
of the Socratic understanding of thinking, I suppose some of you remenber that, soma 
very synthesis which are mentioned in every textbook* What is the beginning of our 
knowledge according to Plato?o**A recollection* So in other words, we know always 
already something and according to Plato we know even in a very inadequate way, what 
is in Plato the most important thing* have seen that prior to our birth* That is 
a n^rthlcal expression which we cannot take literally, but which we can, perhaps, 
state as follows s all questioning is necessarily preceded by a primary awareness * 

But we can see this very simply and critically* No questioning is possible without 
presuppositions of some kind and before Socrates even starts there is some implicit 
agreement between him and any interlocutor* We somehow know the fact that there are 
human beings which are in Athens, and I don*t know what, and some other things too 0 
Even I know that I know nothing means something implies knowledge! at least this that 
I know that I know nothing of the most important thing* It presupposes knowledge, if 
a very incomplete knowledge of what the most important things are* As a matter of 
fact, Oollingwood cannot help admitting this* I read to you a passage which occurs 
unfortunately not in the same contest * He says* "All questioning and answering 
rests on certain presuppositions and if we push their analysis back sufficiently 
we arrive at what we call absolutes, presuppositions, which are not questions nor 
answers," as he says 'but only presuppositions of questions* There are necessarily," 
as lie admits, "absolute presuppositions, presuppositions that are not questions* 

They, these presuppositions, and not the questions have true primacy* w 


How did Golli&gwood arrive at this logic, as we might call it? Because in all 
quests for knowledge, in all scientific knowledge in particular, the questions do 
have primacy* But we do not reflect them, that our questions are preceded by pre¬ 
suppositions, by things which we take for granted, without which there could not be 
any questions, and that these presuppositions should have been acquired by answering 
previous questions, is certainly hot evident* It would have to be proven* In a 
way Collingvsbod presupposes, in a certain part of his arguasnt, that these presupposi¬ 
tions which precede all possible questioning have been acquired by serious questioning 
and answering* In other words, that all awareness which man has ; has been acquired* 

I remind you here of what I said on a former occasion, that according to the strict 
his tori cist view, all humanity, all qualities characteristic of man as man, have 
been acquired* Man does not have the natura^quipmant* Nevertheless, Gollingwood’s 
argument i3 of importance to us* It lays bare the weakness of positivism, because 
the people he calls realisfs are net technically positivists, but they are the 
fathers of what we know now 0 Because one of these schools, that is also what I 



learned from Collingwood, of these realists, is the school of Bertrand Russell, 
of whom you may have heardo And logical positivism appeared there in the form of 
Vittgenstsin as the m**ooBut I*m not familiar with the details of Russell’s 
philosophy, that’s not important* But at any rate, what is of.some importance for 
us is the relevance of Collingwood^s argument in regard to positivism* I have 
stated this before* From the positivistic point of view, science is presented as 
a body of true propositions* Yet it is overlooked or not sufficiently understood 
that these propositions are only the secondary part of science; the pr ima ry part 
are the questions* From that point I think Collingwood is absolutely correct* 

Now how does analysis go from here? The questions which a social scientist 
especially addresses to social phenomenon depend on the direction of interests* 

And the direction of interests, in its turn, depends on valueso And the values, 
in their turn, depend on the historical situation* From the positivistic point of 
view, one caanot speak, therefore, of the frame of reference which we must use in 
order to understand society* One cannot speak of the articulation of social 
reality* But we have to establish by our pre-creation an artificial frame of 
reference * \7© have to construct it* That is the meaning, of ideal types in social 

scienceo Ideal types are pre—constructs of the social scientist and Yfhich have 
their ultimate justification in the direction of interests and ultima telly in these 
values* lew the values we know are not the values* They change, therefore the 
questions or the problems and the conceptual frameworks necessarily change* Now 
of course the more old-fashioned type of positivist would say that there is the 
problem of social science, the over-riding problem which never changes and that is 
the question of the laws of social behavior* But we forget a number of questions of 
which Collingvcod is fully aware* In the first place, with what right is this 
question of the laws of social behavior regarded as the guiding question or even as 
a sound question? Does it not require a long, long study to find out whether it 
makes sense to speak of the laws of social behavior aod does the reflection that 
the quest for laws as appeared in the natural sciences, is this a sufficient reason 
for believing it can be successful in the social science itself? Secondly, these 
Igvjs of social behavior are supposed to be discovered through induction* But this 
induction cannot be carried on only in our present, in our society, by inteinridwing 
and sample techniques and questionnaires and so on, and so on* You need, as it is 
admitted, cross cultural research and even that is not sufficient because where do 
you find, today societies completely unaffected by the West? So you have to engage 
in historical studies in order to make a good empirical induction* But scientific 
social science, or positivism, is constitutionally unable to make any historical 
studies which deserves the name* And the reason is this* The faith in the supremacy 
of scientific thought blocks the access to radically different thought* They may 
describe overt acts, maybe, but they cannot really understand other thought because 
of their do gnat ic belief in the supremacy of scientific thought* Truth, read what 
the positivists say about Plato and Aristotle* You see not the slightest ability 
to be patient, and willing, and even to understand* Simply stated, positivism is 
unable to see a problem in science and therefore is unable to understand any other 
way of thinking in a way which deserves to be called adequate* 

So all these things are familiar to Collingwood and as you will see he states 
them differently, but that is the meaning of his emphasis on the primacy of question 
is to that extent justified* But let me return to his thought now* Truth, is 
relative to the questions, but the questions differ from historical situation to 
historical situation* Hence, truth is relative to the historical situation* This 
is not a perfectly correct syllogism* From time to time one must really do^rhis 
simple checking which today is despised as too elementary* There is a not strict 
truth is relative to the question, but the questions differ from historical 
situation to historical situation* H e nee the truth is relative to the historical 
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situations* Now if you look at it you see the major syllogism, truth is relative 
to the question, is established by logic* But what about the minor syllogism; 
the questions differ from historical situation to historical situation* That is 
established by historical evidence* But I think we have a clear femulation of 
ho.: this clear cooperation of philosophy a.id historical evidence workso V/ithout 
the major premise established by philosophy, in this case by logic, the historical 
evidence would be wholly meaningless* N 0 w, therefore, we have to see how Collingv/ood 
succeeds* Of course, needless to say the whole argument depends on the major 
premise, that truth is relative to the question* There is a corresponding, minimizing 
of the absolute presupposition which Collingwcod himself admits* But let us turn 
to the question of the minor premise, the question that the questions differ from 
historicalisituation to historical situation* Now there are a number of remarks 
which are helpful for our purpose because the main argument is based on political 
philosophy* 1 read to you the first* **you ’.Till see Collingwood is stating here 
thin s which are trivial to this, but he states them with a higher degree of 
sophistication than most people do 0 That is the reason for having thorn* Take 
Plato’s Republic, Hobbes* Leviathan so far as they are concerned with politics* 
Obviously the political theory says that thoughts are not the same 0 But do thdy 
represent two different theories of the same thing? Can you say that the Republic 
gi\* 0 s one account of the nature of the state and the Leviathan another* No* 

Because Plato’s state is the Greek polis and Hobbes’ is the absolutist state of 
the seventeenth century* The realist answer is easy* Realist means the old men in 
Oxford, Cambridge at that time* The realist answer is easy* Certainly Plato*s 
state is different from Hobbes’, but they are both states* So the theory are theories 
of the states* Indeed what did you mean by calling them both political if 
not that they were theories of the same thing? The last sentence is strictly Platonic 
So***some other pages might be of interest in this same book* Well, what Collingwood 
says is this* Hobbes and Plato answer entirely different questions* They are not 
the same questions* But there is a certain kinship between them and the kinship is 
due to historical connection* The sameness is the sameness of an historical process* 
The difference is the difference between one tiling: the Greek city, which in the 
course of that process has turned into something else and the other thing into which 
it has turned* Plato’s polis and Hobbes* absolutist state are related by a trace of 
an historical process ’whereby one has turned into the other* Anyone who ignores that 
process denies the difference betwsenjthem and argues that where Plato’s political 
theory contradicts Hobbes’ one of them must be wrong* He is saying the thing that is 
not* In pursuing this line of inquiry he realizes, he says, that the history of 
political theory is the history' of a problem more or less constantly changing 
whose solution was changing vdth it* 

Let us consider this point firsto The city and the state are something 
radically different* They are aldn somehow* The problems are ja|cin, but not identical 
Not only the answer has changed, the problems themselves change* Now wane could say 
of course maybe there is a common core which does not change and in a way Collingwood, 
I think, admits this* But he would say that the very core would be defined differently 
in different epochs* At no point can we leave the historical situation* In other 
words, our understanding of that core is different from that which men will have 
a hundred years from now* Man constantly tries to transcend historical relativity* 

He never succeeds in it, one can say so far* Now. I would like to make only one 
point* Collin gwood is unquestionably superior to his opponents* Many of his 
opponents obviously fail to reflect on the state* They took it for granted that 
political philosophy***is of the state* And one must not take such thingp for 
granted and it was by no means necessary because in the nineteenth century and 
early twentieth century there were quite a few people who said there is something 
wrong with the state, this whole understanding of human society* It would have been 
their duty to reflect on it, thereupon they did do that* Now I must read another 
point which is very revealing* The form of the polls is not, as Plato seems to 



hare thought* the one and only idea of human society possible to intelligent men* 

It is not something eternally laid up in heaven and eternall y envisaged as the 
goal of all the epochs by all good statesmen of whatever age and country* It was 
the ideal of human society as that ideal was conceived by the Greeks of Plato s 
on n time® By the time of Hobbes* peopla had changed their minds* not only of 
what was possible in the way of social organization* but about './hat was desired® 

Their ideals* I mean the ideals of the people* were different® And consequently 
the political philosophers whose business it was to give a reasonable statement 
about ideafe had a different task before them® Now* but there are a number of 
points which come to mind immediately® Where did Hobbes express in this I^yiathaa 
the ideal of his contemporaries? That needs at least considerable qualification ^ 
to come within even hailing distance of actual fact* Hobbes was extremely unpopular 
because a large majority of his countrymen were convinced Christians and Hobbes was 
an Atheist* to mention just one point® In addition there were many people who* 
on purely political grounds* opposed to Hobbes* Leviathan and hgd some notion of 
a constitutional monarchy and so on* so that is certainly an impossible statenant 
in a book of a man who claims to be an historian and in a way he doubtless was* 

But more important® Is it the philosophers business to give a reasoned statement 
of the ideals of their society and not at least as much to question these ideals? 

Kegel had said* and he is a great writer in Collingwood* that the philosopher is 
the son of his time® He cannot transcend the ideals of his time® But Hegel had 
this reason which we must discusso He believed in the fullness of time and therefore 
there was no problem, But Nietsche who did not believe in the fullness of his time 
called the philosopher* correcting Hegel* the step-son of his time by which he osant 
the one who is historically conditioned in so far as his thought refers to a particular 
society but not by accepting but rather as a jumping-off place® This I think is the 
least one would have to say in ccm*ect±>n of Collingwood® But is there no possibility 
of raising the question which of the two ide a ls or epochs is superior, Hobbes 8 or 
Plato 9 s ® Ths principle of Hobbes is fear of violent death® Now the absolutist 
say thet the consequence as derivative from the principle that fear of violenct 
death is the mat of every society® Is there not a differ* nee between fear of violent 
death and* if I may translate the Greek word* so righteousness® justice 

tel how can one treat these two things on the same level? Perhaps we cannot decide 
that question® But i 3 it not a real question and the same question for us as it 
1ms been in Plato 8 s time already and Hobbes* time® Is this crucial and fundamental 
question not permanent really? And in principle perhaps coeval with man as man? 

Mot/ Collingwood makes a similar observation which to a certain extent is per¬ 
fectly judicious regarding another crucial Greek tern that was about polls* and the 
other one is mors complicated* that is the Greek work ^.\ (dei)o I will write it 
here® I don s t know whether ycu would translate it just like thatooooThis realist 
said that means ought and is therefore an expression of moral obligation® And they 
spoke of the theory of moral obligation of Plato and Aristotle® And to which 
Collingwood with some justice said it f s nonsense because how can you assume there is 
a theory of moral obligation in Plato? That doesn 5 t mean ought o It means something 
different and that 8 s perfectly correct® It can come to mean by a certain stretch 
ought® But it doesn«t mean it® It means originally simply something is missing, 
lacking® This should be done now® It lacks® The civilization is not complete 
because it is not done® And in this meaning* in other words it is not understood 
in the perspective of obligation, but in the perspective of completion which is a 
different perspective® And that is the direct problem here® The problem generally 
stated would be this* what is the proper interpretation of morality? Is it properly 
urderstood in terms of obligation or duty or rather in terms of completion* perfection, 
to use a more common term® And a grave problem is buried in that® And $ou conceal 
ttat problem b simply speaking of moral obligation as if it were necessarily and 
inevitably the adequate formulation of philosophic thought® And in this point one 


can only agree with Collingwood’s ana lysis o And he goes even beyond that and he saySj 
he points out the possibility that in such cases like this crucial word* it as 
'perhaps not possible to understand fully what it means 0 Prior to investigation we 
cannot know that« Of course we have translations« T/e have even Latin* medieval 
translations which in such matters are better than modern ones* But even the/ way have 
missed something important naturallyo In other words in all these points OoilxngTood 
is simply more critical and more open-minded than these men whom he attacked* X 
would say incidentally that in this particular case 1 do not regard the difficulty 
as insuperable because tbs Greek philosophers* whatever these words may have meant 
in Homer or in the poets* but Aristotle especially speaks about it* He makes its 
meanfllearenough by the context in which he speaks and I think it is possible to 
establish this necessary position* but which I mean* But it could be different and 

and so three are problems here* 

Now if X may summarize up this point* there are no permanent problemsj t ere is 
some kinship of the probleuS of any one period with those of other periods* Tha 
common core' if we are to state it in the form in wuich CoHingwood himself states it 
p- w'hat this sjLspZp means is that we say there are permanent problems * 

That 9 s can*t get hold of P* Y/hat we find is S ? s ° 

If we talk all the time of P we never see that no one* no philosopher ever dealt 
with Pc They all dealt with either ?x,P 2 and 30 on • ^ other words to speak of P 

means to be superficial and not be aware o^decisive difference. Now what Colling- 
wood says beyond that—now let us at least define P—and does that seem possible to 
do except in the way in which it»s already tinged by index which you used* So 
P would be different you see from P-,* P 2 * P n and therefore we never can get out of 
the historical formulation* historically conditioned limited understanding of the 
core of the problem* The problem of other epochs may escape us so that we cannot even 
know the precise relation of their problems to ou^problems of course* There are no 
permanent problems and therefore the distinction* the old-fashioned traditional 
distinction^ between philosophic questions and historical questions has to bo abandoned* 
Every philo sohical question rightly understood becomes a historical question and every 
historical question rightly understood becomes a philosophical question* All thought 
is historical, that is a Hind of conclusion of this part of the argument * Therefore* 
there exists no possibility of criticizing the thought of other epochs* I r ad to 
you this statement which makes this quite clear; "Metaphysics*” he says* "is no 
futile attempt at knowing' what lies beyond the limits of experience* but is primarily 
at any given time an attempt to discover what the people of that time believe, about 
tha world 8 s general natureo" I was surprised to find such a very educated man as 
Collingwood writing such a sentenceo To repeats "Metaphysics is primarily* 

at any given time, an attempt to discover vrhat the people of that time believe ab ut 
the Yforld s s general nature*" Try to think of it In practical termso IVhich people? 

The physicists* no there wouldn*t be encugho What? But what doep he finally meaao 
The business of the nEtaphysician is not to raise the question whether among the 
various beliefs on this subject that various people hold and have held* this one or 
that one is true© This question when raised would always be found* it would always have 
hero found unanswerable 0 And that is so beca us e the beliefs whose histories the 

mete olysipian has to study are absolute presupposition* the last premiseso And they 

can only be codified* as it were* by the metaphysician and he compares what he is 
doing—metaphysics is simply an historical inquiry in which* on the one hand, the 
beliefs of s given set of people at a given time concerning the nature of the world 
are exhibited as a single complex of contemporaneous facts like* say* the British 
constitution as it stands today 0 So that means* of course, no possibility of a criticism* 
We just take stock of the fact that these and these are°rosolute presuppositions 
and whereas others had other presuppositions and no rational argument is possibleo 
Now what Coilingwood calls absolute presuppositions is what I call unevident assump¬ 
tions* Fh© ultimate assumptions on which our orientation rests 



are unevident and differ from historical situation to historical situation© 

But there is this great difficulty* the same Collin grood asserts that it is im¬ 
possible to understand a thought without inquiring whether it is true<> There is 
no understnading without criticism© In this respect he makes seme very helpful 
remarks for our problems For example* whenever you find any object* say as an 
archeologist* you must ask what was it for* otherwise you can’t understand it® 

And arising out of that question* was it good or bad for it? In other words, that 
it is impossible to understand this particular pot which you find* without raising 
the questionn&s it good or bad* or beautiful or.clumsy* whatever you may be* may 
think* Xou cannot understand without judging© He gives other examples of that© 

I would like to read you only one more passage* “The question was Plato right 

to t hink as be did on such and such a question must not be left unanswered* as 
wall suggests that the question was Forsmi right to row around the Corinthian circles 
must be left unanswered because it goes out&ide the province of naval historyo" 

In other words all understanding of human things necessarily stands under the law 
to judge of these human tilings provided you have the evidence© Otherwise if you 
don’t have the evidence* you^on/t understand them either* So understanding and 
criticism to that extant fully coincide 0 Now Collingwood of course would say this* 
When I say I want to understand Plato then I must criticise him and see whether he 
was right© But what do I mean by that© I mu a n only this: Plato raised this question© 
Say pi 7 © And I investigate did he solve I do not judge of the question whether 

the formulation is higher ox* preferable to question p-ji or p]j© In other words 
we could say tie re is criticism but the criticism never extends to the fundamental 
premises of what we call the absolute presuppositions © Yet he cannot leave it at 
that for reason that he is a historicist* for the simple reason rather 

that he is an intelligent and thinking man© Historicism itself* as Collinjwood is 
aware in cn« part of his mind* stands and falls by the possibility of criticism of 
the absolute presuppositions© One little reminder from this book* the passage which 
I r ad before * the form of the polls is not* as Plato seems to have thought* the 
one and only ide^il of human society possible© So Plato* in other words* thou^it that 
there is the truth* and not only Plato© Every philosopher did up to Hegel inclusive© 
And what did historicism do with that? Historicism said it’s wrong* untrue© In 
other words historicism replaces the absolute presupposition common to all earlier 
thought by a ne- f * contradictory* absolute presupposition© Again some evidence: 

"The eighteenth century thinkers when they saw the need for a science'of human 
affairs could not identify with history* but tried to realize it in the shape of 
a science of humeri nature which* as man like Hume conceived it with s strictly 
empirical methed*whatjwas in effect an historical study of the contemporary European 
mind * n By the way* was the contemporary European mind characterized to be a bundle 
of perceptions whereas people in South Africa are not bundles of perception* or 
what does he mean? So as I say Hume* in other words* did not analyze human nature- 
human mind—but only the contemporary European mind fortified by the assumption that 
human minds had everywhere* at all times* worked like those of the eighteenth century 
Europeans© But the revolution in hist orical method in the late nineteenth century 
has swept away these sham sciences and has brought into existence a genuine* actual 
visibily and rapidly progressing form of knowledge which now for the first time 
was putting ’man into the position to obey the precept "Know thyself©" That means 
up to 1350 these actual presuppositions of all human thought up to that time was 
false© Mot we know the true absolute presupposition which is that all human thought 
is radically historical© 

Tifhat Colling wood says in effect, but never clearly* and that I think is a real 
indication of his thought that all thought is historical* allfthougjvb rests ultimately 
on assumptions which are unevident if not positively false©—ill thought with the 
exception of historicist thought^ - Because the fundamental 



premise cf historicist thought is true® Collingwood does not solve the difficulty® 

I do not believe he faced it really 0 The man who faced it was, in the first place, 
Hegel who said yes of course there is the truth of historicism, if * may call it 
this xray, but that is seen in the absolute moment of history® And therefore 
the uniqueness of the situation allows for the uniqueness of the thought belonging 
to that situation,. The other man who faced it really was Nietzsche® And I shall 
speak of Nietzsche later on 0 ‘ Hegel faced it on the basis of the assumption 

that he lived in the absolute moment himself, in the fullness of time® Hietzsche 
faced it on the basis of the assumption that the historical process is unfinishable® 

And he saw what this means® And Collingwood occupies a k i n d of m i d dle position 
between Hegel and Nietzsche as one could shew by more detailed examinations which 
are not necessary for our purposes® ^ut this does not do away with the fact that 
his criticism of realism is of soma value, espe ciall y today® It is not of 3S greet 
importance for the reason that what Collingwood calls realism survives in a modified 
and in a graver form in the logical positivism of our day 0 It is not obvious that 
the problems are permanent or more specifically that different thinkers mean the 
same problems when they happeg^to use the same termso Wfc Cannot possibly assume that 
al lt o hi& kers raise necessarillyAfundamental problems* So that it vrculd be possible 
according to the procedure dowtt by Collingwood to say here is question P 
and then write down how did Kant answer this, how did Kegel andwer this, how did 
Bertaley answer this, how did Hun*3 answer this, and so on® That is necessarily false, 
stupid, and superfifical® On this part I think he is just right® How does one know 
that these men really faced this problem even if they say something about it 
whether they wer§°preoccupied with something else without a very careful study® 

Also a thinker who built on a f. undation of earlier thought may raise questions which 
were not raised by his predecessors and so on, and so on® It is a perfectly legitimate 
problem which c ollingwood raises: are there permanent problems? One cannot brush this 
aside® I read to ycu one passage where you will see there is also something in 
common between Collingwood and Dewey you w ill see from this quotation: n People will 
think of a savage as confronted with the eternal problem of obtaining food, but what 
really confronts him is the problem quite transitory, like all things human, of 
spearing this fish or digging up this root or finding these blackberries in this wood®** 
SurelyS But what follows from that? Is it not nevertheless true that the need for 
food is coeval with man and is in every case, in all these three and in the infinite 
cases, that the need for food coeval with man is the very basis of any particular 
action tending towards the acquisition of food® hhat can we learn from the little 
examples that we can speak of a permanent problem only if there is a permanence of 
man's fundamental situation® This is confirmed rather thai refuted by Collingwood’s 
criticism of his opponents® These opponents were superficial people,from what I can 
see from this book® They mistook an. accidental situation, the accidental way in 
which problems happen to present themselves to them for the fundamental problem® 

And one has no right to assume that® Not all ages are necessarily equally aware 
of the fundamental problem® Traditions of various kinds may put men asleep so that 
they don*t any longer see the fundamental problems and only talk about them® That 
has happened more than once® I think if we want to make this remark somewhat mope 
concrete 7/e must add the historical observation and remind ourselves of the unique 
character of classic Greek thought which Collingwood in his way recognizes because 
Plato comes up at every turn® What was that unique situation? There wis not yet a 
tradition of philsophy® A tradition, strictly speaking, can be said to have been 
founded perhaps by Plato and Aristotle themselves in their schools, perhaps® And 
on the other hand there was, in t lis great period of the fifth and sixth centuries, 
as far as the philosophers were concerned, no longer a pre—philosophic tradition of 
mythical beliefs, and so on, which in any wa;y bound them® In classical thought 
man became aware for the first time of his fundamental situation as pointing to 
fundamental questions which he mujt try to answer on the basis of what is accessible 
to man as man® And he cannot assume to find the same directness and simplicity 
rightly understood as in classical Greece because all later thought builds on that 



foundation even if it rejects it* That was the story which X think you learn in 
every textbook*, Descartes begins with the radical break from tradition, from a 
doubt of all theories and even more than of theories, but in fact ha transplants 
into his philosophy a considerable number of propositions which were traditionally 
accepted and of which then his successors showed that Descartes had no longer a 
right to accept them 0 This process has been gping on in variation since© So, 
at any rate, the assumption that the pe rm a n e n t problems are permanently raised by 
philosophers is a wholly unwarranted assumption© One has to look at the philosopher 
in each case and see what problems does he raise© Maybe he doesn , t cease in sight at 
all of the true or real fundamental problems or raise them in such derivative 
and conventional way that it would be better if he did not speak about them at all© 

Wow I would like now to turn to another aspect of the problem of history and 
that concerns the question of moral principles to which Collingv/ood devotes a 
considerable amount of space © Up to now I w uld like to say only this i Collingwood 
becomes entangled in the problem which almost all historicists neglect completely, 
namely, the universality of thejhistoricist contention that all human thought is 
historical conflicts with the meaning of their proposiiiftfi 'namely thot this 
proposition, all human thought is historical, is true 0 You know this difficulty 
in a cruder way, relativism, that all thought or truth is relative, which of course 
includes relativism itself©©©©Question Period©*©© Is there not an enormous 

difference between saying all men, all philosophers, address themselves to the 
same problems and to say all men, philosophers, can address themselves 0 A he 
assertion that all men, all philosophers, do address themselves is a practical 
assertion rhich has to be established in each case© The other question is an 
entirely different one© In late antiquity a branch of vexy stupid learning arose 
which was called doxography, the writing down of opinions© Nor/ they made catalogues 
of what the great philosophers had said© They had schemata, say logic, ethics, 
metaphysics, or whatever it might be, and then theyjhad items© By the way Mr© Adler 
in his way has done the same thing© They have same thing in common© Then you^ 
sake subdivisions arid bring it down as far as possible© ^’or example, in physics 
there is one item, lightning, and then you insert what did Anaxagoras, Aristotle, 
or what have you, say about it© And if they could not find what they said, they 
looked up and said what must he have thought© You never know© ^ut this of 
course was st jpid because he might have not given it any thought© And so the entry 
would be of no value whatever© Now of course this doxographic tradition survives 
in a way in the present day© What did Berkeley, what did Plato, and sc on, say about 
knowledge v/ithout havin u : established first that they really spoke about the same 
phenomenon of knowledge 0 That|must be established© And examples given by Collingwood 
is revealing© Here the grert fight with the traditions of w xferd and Cambridge, 
they wrote booksjand gave lectures on method , on scientific thinking© A n d 
then we saw they never said a word about the tilings done by historians© In fact, 
the scientific thinking about which they thought, was exclusively that practiced 
in natural sciences© And they c uldn't belies that knowledge is knowledge 
and whether it is done by historians or piysicists makes no difference© And 
Collingwood being a good historian knew that it was rwnjense because the historian 
has to proceed in an entirely different way than the plysicist has to do© And 
the taeory cf knowledge that is good for the one is not good for the other© 
speak here now generally of a theory of knowledge and forget what the precise 
meaning of the problem of knowledge in this case is© You really don f t say anything 
relevant© That is a sound point, I think© In other words it is much more difficult 
to identify the fundamental problem, then the schematists assumed, much more 
difficult© A child, an intelligent child, could per^iaps do better than one cf the 
learned who loses himself in some comer of a tradition whose meaning and origin is 
no . understood© Question© *1 was t a inking that the example of the state, however, 
as understood by Plato and dobbes 0 It would seem that there, at least, I would 


think that this means the same taing in a sense that how are men gping to live 
> -with each other whether they are in the fifth, century of dreeca or eighteenth 
century to^Land?” Sure, what you say Is much better than what Collingwood says 
because the common term which he uses is social organization which is much too 
crude § you knowo And one could do better as you have s ;ewn. Yes, man is always 
a being living in society and the question arises how should the society be, 
and how should social life be in order to be good? The question in this broad 
way is /oermanent7o ^t is not a meaningless question as one can easily see® 

X give you an example of Mollingwood himself where he expresses this in his 
Idea of History in a certain place, I hope I find it, now where is thatoo® 

Ite^saysi- ' cssasstten n If I now rethink a thought of Plato*s, is ny 

act of thought identical with Plato * s or different from it?” A serious question 
indeed. Unless it is identical, my alleged knowledge of Plato*s philosophy is 
sheer error® But unless it is different, my knowledge of Plato s philosophy implies 
a blind obedience to ay own® What is required if I am to know Plato's 

philosophy Is both to retnink if my own mind and also to think other things in the 
light of which X can judge iio when I read Plato's argument in the Theaetetua, again 
the view that knowledge is merely sensation, I do not know what philosophic doctrines 
Platattacking > I could not expound those doctrines and say in detail who 
madr them and by what arguments 0 Yet if I not only read these arguments but 

understand them, the process of argument which I go through is not a process resembling 
Plato 8 So It actually is -Plato ? s, so far as I understand their sense rightly® In 
Plato s s mind this problem existed in a certain context of discussion and theory® 

In my mind* because I do not know that ancient context, it exists in a different 
context of discussion and theory^ namely that arising out of the discussions of 
modern sensationalism® What he admits here as a matter of course is this s the 
problem is knowledge sensation* is the permanent problem® There may be a different 
interpretation of sonsation 0 *1 assume that a modern sensationalist has a different 
understanding than an ancient sensationalist had® Bat still there is a very relevant 
common cere which one can identify and so on® Surely I have not the slightest doubt 
of thisj) but we must not assume that we have a proper formulation, a proper identifi- 
, Nation* of ?® Always at our disposal, and that is absolutely legitimate, did I make 
myself clear?®©Question Period®®®® Change of Tape®®® 

• ...This realisation of the quality of all cultures distinguishes modern western 
soesbedy from all other cultures® The super!ority which is denied in the thesis is, 
in fact, assertedooo.lt allows us to regard every society, every culture as equally 
high*#*®But the point is that all other cultures and all other societies regarded 
themselves as superior to all others or to many others 0 The insight into the equality 
of all cultures is the outcome of modern science,or however you might call it, modern 
hislsoyy alone® Therefore in the assertion of the equality of modern cultures there is 
ifcmlied the assertion of the superiority of modern scientific culture ashlch mad® us 
see that® In other words® . O uo to now all other cultures have been parochial, now we 
have become nonparochial® But parochialism means to say the others are wrong, are 
narrow, but they make, of course, Ihe same assertion® They say the other cultures are 
all oarochial; we are nonparochial# In the decisive resnect, we are sunerior„.®we 
find this on the every level®®.*to absolute truth is asserted, but the possibility 
of an absolute truth is denied® I have no doubt that there is a oossibility of a more 
refined reflection which could then embody the Yn a subordinate 

way upon the basis of a much more elaborate philosophic than we find 

in Collingwood® I shall speak of that.*® 
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One may spea£ of a common core which is permanent* but the very common sore will 
be seen, or defined differently in different epochs so at no point do we really lay 
hold an the permanent as permanent* Now in this context* Collingwood is right when 
he takes issue with the common brand of historians of political philosophy* or 
philosophy in general* who believe that the permanent problems are those which 
ha 10 en to be the problems that are at the center of discussion at a given tlme^ 
generally who believes that the permanent problems are seen with equal clarity ana 
adequacy by sJJL^philosophers or by all ageso That is of course an absolutely dog~ 
c assumption ^ Permanent problems in this sense exist© Permanent problems 
in^ serious meaning would be tho3e which are rooted in the permanent situation of 
man tdien this situation is revealed as it la and not covered over by traditions of 
a sort* In this respect the situation in classical Greece is unique because all 
pre-philoscphic traditions were shaken and there was not yet in existence a 
tradition of philosophy* So it is by no means certain that the permanent problems 
are really grasped at every time or by every philosopher* let however difficult it 
nay bo to identify the permanent problems in an adequate manner, Ccllingwood does 
not succeed In proving the nonexistence of permanent problems* How as for the 
major, it is not true, as CoHingwoc-d contends, that knowledge begins with questions© 
All questions are preceded by knowledge and it is a mere unsupported assertion that 
the knowledge which is presupposed by o&r questions has all been acquired by former _ 
questions or by the answers to former questions© Before the first man could begin 
to raise the first question he had to have sense awareness and that gives us an idea 
of what the situation always is* ^ollicgwood himself admits that all thought rests 
ultimately on what ue call absolute presuppositions which are neither questions nor 
answerso Now his contention is that these absolute presuppositions whiedi precede 
all possible questions differ from historical situation to historical situation and 
cannot be criticized*, ^hay are neither true nor false and this means, simply stated* 
In the last resort all thought Is historical 0 All thought rests ultimately on 
evident assumptions which differ from epoch to ®poch or historical situation to 
historical situation* let 3>Hingwood*s own position stands or falls by the criticism 
of the absolute presuppositions of all earlier thought ihat absolute presupposition 
being that- there is the unchangeable truth© Gollingwood asserts that this absolute 
presupposition of all earlier thought is wrong; that it has been refuted* Which 
means £; In other words* that Gollinfprcod 1 s own absolute presupposition* namely, 
the historical character of all thought, this is no longer historical* It can no 
longer fee relativized by any further historical changes* VJe can state this con- 
elusion zs followsi Ooilingwood is eventually driven to admit that the historic&Su 
thought, that is to say the thought that all thought belongs to a comprehensive view, 
is itself a comprehensive view, more precisely it is the true and final comprehensive 
view* I believe I came up to this ooint last time* question Period 0 ©.» 

Is the notion of a comprehensive view clear to you? 'A*® notion that in 
©very society, in every historical eooch, there are certain fundamental premises 
which characterise that epoch* For example,—! don fl t believe that so I can only 
give you the examples which other people give vand I can*t really make it out better— 
for example, for the Greeks t that there is the cosmos, an ordered whole, the world 
in which we live* and within this cosmos there are human associations of 

various kinds and the noils is the highest* That would* in the popular notion, be 
part of the comprehensive view of Greek life or for the Middle Ages we would say 
the truth of Christianity* the truth of the ecclesiastical order established in the 
Middle Ages* the peculiar relation of Church and Empire and the feudal order* This 
would be the comprehensive view keeping the society as a whole together* These 
things ere open to all kinds of object! oris. It f I take the Greek example there are 
quite a few people who did not believe in the eternity of the visible universe* 

Th®re were quite a few Gr eks who regarded the polls as something very questionable* 











And so they are very doubtful* these general remarks* It is w/ hax-4 to lay 
one *a finger on ltoo*oSpengler is of course the most famous example of a presentation 
of such comprehensive views 0 In American literature I know only of Ruth Benedict 9 
Patterns of Culture * If you say Pattern of Culture* whatever that may mean* that is 
iorTor Isss ths ^arae as what I meant by comprehensive view* -Onfif when you 
speak of a comprehensive view you emphasise those presuppositions which can be 
expressed in propositional fora* But when you speak of Patterns of - Culture that is 
not necessarily the case* Every culture* if there are such things* is based on 
certain ultimate premises which people do not question and which they cannot ques Aon 
without becoming completely lost* How* secondly* these absolute presuppositions 
differ from culture to culture, from epoch to epoch* but not in such a way tna^ you 
can say on® set of absolute presuppositions is true and the others are untrue* 

They just are unevident assumptions which cannot be criticized fi’om any fcyier poire, 
of view* *.«Question* (Father Buckley—"When he says they are not true* or they 
canH be said to be true or not true* isn’t he speaking there simply of the fact 
that they can’t be proven, they can’t be demonstrated, because they are the ground 
out of which we demonstrate everything else?) Yes* but the point is* * elf 
there is only one set of premises which cannot be demonstrated because they are 
the principles of all demonstration* there is no problem* That ie what the ancient 
philcsophers^^ am?n tS^ufhto But In the moment that you say there is not one set* 
but n set So o/then the situation is fundamentally altered/® (Father Buckley— 
n But*actually in practice he contradicts this**) Re has to® If one argues the 
matter out oxi historicist grounds, one arrives at the conclusion that this insight 
into the variety of cultures, none of which can criticize legitimately the other* 
this very insight is a criticism of all cultures* except the historicist culture®a®. 
Because these historicist men know the truth about cultures* whereas the neonle 
belonging to other cultures, even of course earlier Western culture, did not know 
themselveso They absolutized their principles.®©©Question ?€riod 0 ®o£yollingwood f s 
analysis largely based on u-js jf vague terms like Renaissance, eighteenth century* 
etc*, not completely meaningless^? 


I believe we should now turn to what Collingwood has to say about moral and 
political philosophy® Now Colliagwcod < s work on archeology—he was apparently m 
outstanding archeologisi—had taught him what historical method was*, He saw that 
the contemporary British logicians* or students of method* did not pay any attention 
to the historical method® This set him to demand a reform not only of logic but of 
philosophy altogether* namely* a study of both the method and the subject matter of 
the historian# which he called epistemology of history and metaphysics of history— 
epistemology of history dealing with the methods and metaphysics dealing with the 
subject matter of the historian* In other words a new branch of philosophy® But he 
saw soon that we can’t leave it at a new branch of philosophy* we need a new kind of 
Philosophy® example which he used was the emergence of natural science in the 

seventeenth century because that meant not merely an addition of a new branch of 
philosophy, say* scientific logic* to the preexisting sciences, but to completely 
new understanding of all philosophic problems» In other words* the emergence of 
natural science in the seventeenth century has given rise to a new kind of philosophy* 
modern ohilosophya According to ^ollingwood* a change comparable to the emergence 
of natural science in the seventeenth century had taken place, or had been taking 
place* since the middle of the nineteenth centuryj that is the emergence of wh .at he 
calls scientific history® He Is convinced that this Is as great an event in the 
history of the human mind as the emergence of natural science in the seventeenth 
century. Now we have first to identify what scientific history Is® There are 
three points.®*! take the most convenient passages either from the Idea of_ j_ - History 
or the Autobiography . He speaks of Francis Bacon who had said that the natural 
sciences must put nature to the question* must torture nature. What Bacon was 
asserting was two things at once: first that the scientist;must take the Initiative, 



deciding for himself whst ha wants to know, and formulating this in his own 
mind in the shape of the question; and secondly that he must find means of 
compelling nature to answer, devising tortures under which he could no longer 
hold her tongue* You see ha has vary telling expressions* Now the scientific 
historian does the same to history as what the natural scientist , the Baconian 
modern natural scientist, d oes to nature* For example* he does not ^read an 
ancient historian^, he does not read Herodotus and Thucydides, and so on, as 
sources or author!ties* He does not read than in a simply receoiive spirit to 
find out what they said* The scientific historian reads them with a question in 
his mind, having taken the initiative by deciding for himself what he wants to 
find out from them* The pre-scientific historian reads them with the understanding 
that what they did not tell him in so many words he would never find out from them 
at alia The scientific historian outs them to the torture, twisting a passage 
ostensibly about something quite different into an answer to the question he has 
decided to ask* That is one aspect of the scientific history* And thesecond©©* 
concerns the fundamental difference between history and nature about which fall 
clajjit; y lias been reached now 0 Now what are events for the historian as distinguished 
frcM the natural scientist* Answer* The natural scientist can never pmetrate to 
the inside of events* The natural scientist cannot conceive of the event as action 
and attempt to rediscover the thought of its agent, penetrating from the outside of 
the event to its inside* But the historian, on the other hand, can and should 
penetrate to the inside of events and detect, the thought which they express* On 
the other hand, the task of the historian is*one way also simpler than that of the 
scientist; the historian need not and cannot emulate the scientist in searching for 
the causes or laws of events* For science, the event is discovered by perceiving it 
and the further search for it9 cause is conducted by assigning it to its class and 
determining the relation between that class and others* For history, the objfHSl 
bo b& discovered is not the mere event but the thought expressed in it* To 
discover that thought is already to understand it* After the historian has ascertained 
the facts, there is no further process of inquiring into their causes* *hen he knows 
what happened, he already knows why it happened* life give an examnle* Khen a 
scientist ask3 why did that piece of litmus paper turn pink he means on what kind of 
occasions do pieces of litmus ->aper turn pink* Hien an historian asks why did Brutus 
stab Caesar^. he means what did Brutus think which made him decide to stab Caesar* 

The cause oi Sfent, the assassination of Caesar, means for the historian the thought 
in the mind of the person by whose agency the event came about* And this is not 
something other than the event; it is the inside of the event itself* To say it 
in a. word, according to ColXingwocd, history means always history of thought, not 
necessarily of Philosophic thought, but the thoughtsof the actors^ that alone is the 
concern of the historian* And the third point, characteristic of scientific history, 
as he conceives of it, is stated in a passage of the Au tobi ography * * * That every 
understending of thought means to reenact that though?, to repeat that thought in 
oneself***to relive it* And that means necessarily to criticize it© These are 
the three the idea of scientific history as Colling wood understands it© 

Now why is tne scientific history so important, in fact of decisive importance? 
so much so that Collingwood can say we might very well be standing on the threshhold 
of an age in which history would be as important for the world as natural science 
had been between sixteen hundred and ni neteen: hundred* Now he mentions the 
experience of the first world war, the shocking contrast between the triumph of 
modem science and the complete absence of political wisdom, especially in the 
Peace Treaty* And he states a contrast with which we all are very familiars the 
contrast between the success of modem European minds in controlling almost any 
situation in which the elements are ohysical bodies and the forces physical forces, 
and their inability to control situations in which the elements are human beings 
and forces,mental force left an indelible mark on the memory of everyone who was 
concerned with ito Now of course the natural scientists themselves admit that 
and everyone today soeaks about it* But what do most people say when the suggestion 
is made, look what power mai has acquired over the forces of nature and look 



vha’t a ness nan has made or it® What is the remedy, what is the most oorsaon 
su^ostion of* a remedy—more science ~~what is that science called7<“«p3ychology« 

I would like to read to you what Collingwood says about this subject because he 
states the difficulty in entirely different terms than I have stated it, butit 
amounts ultimately to the same thing • "It was easy to see that any attempt to 
bring ethics within the field of psychology or to do the same thing with politics 
would necessarily and always result in failureo £& I knew very well, the plea, do 
not criticize this science, it is in its infancy, rested an a falsehood,. Psychology 
was very far from being a young science o **oth word -and thing had been in existence 
evar since the sixteenth century® It was not only an old established science, it 
had for centuries been a: respectable, and even a neighborly one, neighborly to 
philosophy© If, had been deliberately created, as any one might guess who knew enough 
Greek to understand its name, in order to study that which is neither mind 
in the proper traditional sense, consciousness, reason, will, nor yet body, tat f J 
psyche, or such functions as sensation or appetite® It marched on the ona hand with 
physiology and on the other with the sciences of mind proper, logic and ethics, the 
science of reason and will and it showed no desire to encroach on its neighbor 8 s 
territories until early in the nineteenth century* The dogma got about, that reason 
and will were only concretions of 3snse and appetite® l£ that was so, it followed 
that logic and ethics would disappear and their functions could be taken over by 
psychology for their was no such thihg as mind, what had been so-called was only 
psycho* That is what underlies the modem pretense that psychology can deal with 
wrnt once were called the problems of logic and ethics and the modem claim of 
psychology would be a science of mind® Peor>le who make or admit that claim ought 
to know what it implies® It implies the systematic abolition of al It hose distinctions 
winch, being valid for reason and will, but not for sensation and appetite, constitute 
the special subject matter of logic and ethics® Distinctions like that between truth 
and error, knowledge and ignorance, science and sophistry, right and wrong, good and 
bad, expedient and inoroedient, distinctions of this kind form the armature of every 
science® No one can abolish them and remain a scientist because science is const!- 
tubed obviously by the distinction between science and sophistry® Psychology, there¬ 
fore, regarded ss the science of the mind, is not a science® It is what phrenology 
was in the early nineteenth century and astrology and alchemy in the middle ages 
and the sixteenth century, the fashionable scientific fraud of the age® These 
observations implied no hostility towards psychology proper^—~ihe science of 
sensation, appetite, and the emotions connected witfe them or towards the Freudian 
or other forms of treatment of certain ailaesrfcs 0 At the tin© of which I am speaking, 
Freud was only a name to me, but when I came to study his works I was not unprepared 
for the discovery that they reached a very high scientific level when dealing with 
problems in psychotherapy, but sank beneath contempt and they treated of ethics, 
politics, religion, or social structure® Nor was it 3trange that Freud*s imitators 
and rivals, less intelligent and less conscientious writers whom I will not name, 
reached on these subjects and even lower levels So psychology is out 0 Was it 
possible that men should come to a better understanding of human affairs by 
studying history? Was history the thing which in future might play a part in 
civilized life, analogous to that of natural science in the past?" And that is 
of course Sollingwood 8 e own contention® Now before I go into the criticism, I 
would say, that up to a certain point it seems to me to be absolutely reasonable 
because if we want to understand, for example, political matters, we really learn 
much more by studying political history or any other intelligent history than by 
studying psychology® But that ’ of course is not the question© Tha 

question is whether scientific history can be the complement to natural science® 

How can we understand that? How can the study of the past give us guidance regarding 
what we ought to do? which Collingwood answers as follows; the historian is 
not the student of the mere past, of a oast that is dead or gone, he cannot even 









begin if he does not have evidence, which means present evidence and to generalize 
froza that, he cannot even begin if he does not have access to the past on the basxs 
of the present, of his thinking® The past must be somehow alive, or it must become 
alive, if it is to be understood^ The historian studies a past which, in scan© s&ase, 
is still living in the present, otherwise he could not understand ito Thor© is a 
continuity of the past and present* Ihe past is, we mi git say, the depth of the 
present* And if we want to understand the present we have to past ® 

Collingwoed uses them to use Cose half-Hegelian formula which I mention* The 
present is not simply present 5 it is also past, past in the present® which means 
thSV® is also non-prosent y in the presento A and non A* The preset is a unity 
of opoosites, a dialectical synthesis, but we can disregard that® Now let us 
assume that this is the correct analysis of the present* Why does it answer the 
question of whether history can be a school of moral and political wisdom as 
Ccllingwood claims? Traditional history, meaning prescieatific history, cannot 
be such a school* Regarding traditional history,Hegel is always right, that the 
only thing to be learned from history is that nobody ever learns anything flrora 
history® This is true, aid necessarily so because history, aever exactly repeats 
itself* Ouv problems are not the problems of any pasto But if the past Is the 
depth of the present, and therefore of course different frm the preseht, our 
problem, our situation, cannot be understood properly without the study thep-st * 

let, still understanding of our situation does not tell us how to act in the sita&tior .• 
Do we not nesd rules of action in addition to the analysis the situation? Can 
history give us rules of action? I read to you CoHingwood < s answer$ tshich I believe 
is evasivoo He gives this examples ^Nothing here but trees and grass j thinks the 
traveler, and marches on* Look, says the woodsmano There is a tiger in that gra^s* 11 
And of course the traveler is the man without historical understanding and the woods¬ 
man sees the tiger hidden* The historian business is to reveal the less obvious 
features hidden from a careless eye in the present situation* Biis may seem to bo 
a small difference* Surely someone would say we are entitled to ask for more than 
that* The © is not much use in showing us the tiger unless you also give us a rifle 
v/hioh with to shoot him* I read to you two answerso n Xou want a rifle o Then go 
where rifles are to be hado Go to the gunsmitho But do not expect the gunanith 
to sell you a rifle which can see tigers as well as shoot them® (But he had 
already seen them as well*) For that you must learn woodcraft** Ike second answer 
is this* tt Xf you are sure that thing you are going to see in the grass is going to 
be a tiger, and if yourcnly idea about tigers is that they are things to shoot, take 
a rifle with you* But are you sure? ISbat if it turns out to be your own child 
slaying Indiana*" Now what does he want to say by thise somewhat strange remarks? 

The question is then, where do we get the rules for action going beyond the analysis 
of situation* T at the analysis of the situation cannot be given without understanding 
the past, without deep historical understanding, we may bery well granto But the 
question is whether that is enougho Now he referred, in the passage about the 
gunsmith* ®®in other words, if ready made rules for dealing with situations of 
specific types a if' what we want, natural science is the kind of thing which 

can provide them* But this doesnH snswerthe question at all* Where does natural : 
science give us even ready made rules of action regarding good or bad properly? 

Where ‘do we get them from? I read to you a- passages "Everybody has certain rules 
according to which h© acts in dealing with his tailor* These rules are soundly- 
based on genuine experience, not on scientific experience * And by acting on them 
a man will deal fairly with his tailor and help his tailor to deal fairly by him* 

But so far as he acts according to this rule, he is dealing with 5 

his tailor only in his capacity as a tailor, not as John Robinson, age sixty, : f 

with a weak heart, and a consumptive daughter, a passion for gardening, and an > 

overdraft at the bank* The rules for dealing with tailors no doubt enable him 
to cope with the tailor in John Robinson, but they prevent you from getting to 
grips with whatever else there maybe in him* Of course if you know that he has 




a weak heart, you will manage your dealings' with him by modifying the rules for 
tailor situations in the light of the rules for situstiansinvolvinj people with 
soak hearts* But at this rate the modifications will become so complicated 
that the rules are no longer of any practical use to you* Xou have gotten beyond 
the stage in which rules can guide actions, but you go back to improvising 
as best as you can^a method of handling the situation in which you will find 
yourselfo In other words, what Collingwood is driving at is this: our question 
is somehow wrong, at least insufficient; rules of action, ready-made rules of action, 
are not enough* H ow we may grant that, but, I repeat, where arc we, as far as 
the question of history as the school of mo**®! and political wisdom is concerned* 
Take the example of the tailor* I think we all understand this simple problem, 
but is there not, maybe there is no rule of action~~we don*t have to go into that* 

Byt is there not something which he know?, which Collingwood knows, and which hr 
has not learned by diagnosing the situation of the tailor? Is he not guided hero 
by something which is not expressed either by consumptive daughter or by the 
overdraft at the bank and by tailor and what not? What is there in this situation 
aoart from an analysis of the situation?- I can see J| men being in the same situation 
as Robinson, knowing all these facts and not acting or being urged to act like 
Robinson did* What is that X?**cSome notion of decency ©nd kindness* that obviously 
doesr^t stem from historical studies* V*h©re docs it come from? Or to take another 
example o**in order to act as good or reasonable or wise men should, we have to 
know our situations By God, we have to* But our situation do9.^7i , t tell us what 
good, reasonable, and wiE£ in themselves mean* V/here does he get this 

free? Is Colli&f^ood trying to shirk the question of principle by referring to 
limitations of ready made rules of action? That seems to be the case* How in 
tills context he makes a remark Id which I referred before, that there are situations 
in which ready made rules do not help* In this situation, where no readymade 
rules help, that is to say in entirely new situations, men*s moral possibility 
corse to their highest level* He distinguishes three motivations whichwe all have 
at almost all times; the lowest is desire,the second lowest is self interest^ 
and the highest and in a way the most dangerous seducer is right conduct* Was 
that formerly called virtue* But light conduct expresses itself in precepts and 
customs and the morality of custom and precepts is Lcu*&*Jtt>£ 0 How what does this 
mean? Collingwood really did not clarify this, the re& vance of this point as far 
£3 his argument is concerned* Is there a hidden connection between history and the 
doubt of the adequacy of rules of action? One could perhaps say this* all rules of 
action presuppose a specific horizon, a specific historical horizon, belong to a 
specific comprehensive view* Within a new horizon the old rules of action become 
meaningless* But this cannot be quite||©7oiwiewTjof Collingwood because this 
hierarchy, desire, interest, right conduct inside does not seem to be historically 
variableo And certainly it has not changed since the days of Antigone and of Plato 
because you can easily say that XstA&st& in the Antigone represents right conduct 
Sli© is a sensible girl* And Antigone, the higher human being, transcends that* 

She does things where all reasonable nice.men say young girls should# 1 1 do* 

And yet she does ito Ihat would be perhaps an example of what he means* 

W^at Collingwood seems to presuppose is what I could call a formal ethics, the 
content of right conduct and of inside changes* In simple language, there exists 
a possibility of honesty in all ages, but honest action will always mean something 
very different* In other words, in all societies you find honest men* But that 
doesn 8 i mean that they do the same actions* Actions which a re regarded as honest 
in one society are regarded as dishonest elsewhere* S^lll, why should history 
be connected precisely with situations in which the rules of action, or rules 
of the society, do not suffice* Collingwood must be thinking of revolutionary 
situations, of situations which one society changes into another and where the 
rules of action belong^to Society 1 can no longer guide action* Perhaps he means 




this: as human beings we are under an obligation to act reasonab2y,considsrately a 
kindly, and so on. YJt this doesn’t help us very much, ft is merely formal. 

Bie content changes from society to society. Bis non-historisi3t, absolutist 
moralities free the specific contents of previous epochs without seeingthat in 
the changed circumstances, the causes of action which were formerly moral or kind, 
are no longer so. And even this common core, for exan^le, the hierarchy* raoid 
desire, s lf interest, right conduct, free moral action, even this common core _ 
cannot be formulated in apermanently valid manner. Ihis is the only way injdiich 
I can make head and tail of Gollingwood* s argument. Is tnis thought at least 
intelligible to you because it has bean expressed quite a few times. People have 
spoken, for example, of a natural law with changing content. I don t remember 
these books, but what can they possibly have meant than that certain institutions, 
for example, which were fair and reasonable in one kind of society** 
fair and reasonable when the circumstances radically changed, so that what you 
can indicate as stable principlss of justice can be only of a veiy formal kind, 
by no means irrelevant for this reason, but indeed never sufficient, totvm 
fcrv to understand this a bit better by taking an examples men can live reasonably, 
hcnestly.honorably with every kind of substantive ethics—by substantiveethics I 
mean an ethics which is not merely formal. I? that is so we have to take the 
aoasequenoss,. For example, cannalaLism, human sacrifice, burning of widows Ira 
sure that these things have been done many times honestly and honorably, meaning 
not in order to satisfy mean desires andiappStftea, but really by people who 
thought they were doing their duty. Even in this such situation, there exists of 
coarse a possibility of transcending the ready made rules of action in favor of 
& higher insighto The law prescribes that all widows should ba burned, but X 
harden to be a priest in this occasion, say this widow shall not be burned because 
for soma reason I know, being a kind man, that this would do irreperaole damage 
to many other things. It is very easy to camouflage this insight by an oracle or 
so* But still this would be possible in all societies© But there is this 
difference of course: in such^ n fogigty there is no notion of a future abolition 
of the law and of its becoming By another law, by alaw forbidding, for example# 
the* burning of widows© Now it is all very well to say that a formal *khi 03 Jammersed 
be honest, honorable, and reasonable, bo kindf dictates that we should become 
into a soec&fic culture, a specific historical subs&ahce, the insight into the 
relativity of that subst“burning of widows is not absolutely tidy, that may 
reolaced«*“this insight cannot help breeding indifference to any substance© W 
cannot identify ouirselves with any ethic after we have understood this principle* 
of a formal ethics, if the substance of that ethic itself does not appear to he tobo 
final© I villtry to explain this by speaking of Gollingwood* s notion of democracy© 
But must first prepare this by a general reflection© Let us make a distinction 
between the fornal principles and the concrete idealo ^he formal principle means* 
be honest, be reasonable, be considerate, be kind# But the content necessarily* 
depends, to a considerable extent, upon the substantive ethics of a given society© 
Let us take a concx*et© example which is accessible to ua on the basis of our om 
experience© The concrete ideal iaplisa monogamy© There have been long ddvasting 
wars© The manhood of the country* s concern has dbeen depleted© There is an 
abundance of war widows and potential old maids© The concrete ideal, the high 
and noble ideal of monogamy, is in this situation, so it seems, productive of 
immoralityc Vie change the ready made rules and allow polygamy© That I think would 
be an estemple of vh3b he means© But of course we would allow©©by the way such a 
law has existed for some time in Athens, for exaranle© There is a story, it may be 
true, it may be not, that Socrates took a second wife under such a condition© That 
is at least a stoxy© At any rate this is thinkable© You can also lake property 
relations© ©©It would be the same thing© If we would introduce polygamy for these 
reasons we would allow it only for the duration# which means the deviation from 
the ideal would be a temporary concession to particularly unfavorable circumstances© 
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fra ideal would regain unaltered. This of course is not the type of t ing of 
which Oollingwood thinks. father the following type, W 

understanding of monogamy;, the old patriarchal family, the wife has _ 

husband*®».And you know with all the implications. How a change. Wcmien have been 
s' 1 own to have as great ability a3 msn, ttie great theme of George Barnard Shaw and 
many others. It Sears that the traditional understanding^ monogamy haa rrsted 
on prejudices, on a false estimate of the respective capacities of the two?“"?• 

Or more tsrecisely it was not exactly a prejudice. I + tad something to do with the 
fa-t that former societies were warlike societies and the men had, of course, t 
do tho” fighting and whoever does the most important services gets more power than 
the other. Tnsold ideal at any rate has proved to be too narrow, not r ar ^ ^r 
a'mlicable to particularly unfavorable conditiohB, but too narrow in more favorable 
Editions, in a word, progress. What Oollingwood is thinking °f is not a mere 
variability of ideals, but the possibility of progress, beyond any previously 
known ideal. Man can outgrow any possible ideal, that is the reason why Collingw >od 
3 so distrustful of ready made rules. Ready made rules would always ftpeeze previ >us 
experience. And this idea is of course very familiar to all ° f ™ In 

nineteenth century and part of the twentieth century was guided by .his notion. In 
other words, pregrass, not only to identically the same ideal, bum the ideal itself 
yas thought to ba progressive. A n d then under these conditions-there cannot be »ny 
ready made rules, any final rules. Oollingwood unfortunately does not elaborate 
that. He would probably say that does not lead to a ctaotic condition because we 
have a concrete ideal that is superior to any known alternative. So let us take 
the example of monogamy. Th**»m«a . in the nineteenth and early twantieth century 
would say there can be refinements of monogamy, perfect equality of the two sexes 
within marriage, much greater freedom of dissolution of marriage and what hot. 

But monogamy retains the suoeriorlty to polygamy, polyandry, and so on.... 

Ifo temptation in this direction. Therefore since we do not know any ideal that is 
sunerlor to that qhich we have or cherish we can identify ourselves wholeheartedly 
with that ideal. In the light of that ideal belonging to our world, we correct the 
ready made rules as the situation requires it. we know that a higher ideal Won 

ours is nossible. Hot? this of course is of such a generality that we cannot coma to 
&2*x>s w5th the nroble»n 0 therefore we have to take the concrete example and that i* 

Sc we have something of which we all know something attitude towards 

politics has always been what in England has always been called democratic and on 
the continent liberal. I regarded mysalf as a unit in a political system where every 
citizen possesses...the duty of voting for a representative to parliament. I thought 
that thp governmentof my country owing to tho wider franchise, the free press, 
and the universally recognized right of frea speech was such as to make it impossible 
that any considerable section should be oppressed by government action, or that their 
grievances should be hushed up, even if a remedy for fern could not, bo foundg ci) J ol 
thought that the democratic system was not only a form of government, but a _ of 
political experience coextensive with a nation and I thought that no authoritarian 
government, however strong, could be so strong as one which rested on a nolitically 
educated public oninicn. These are thought very great merits, greater than those of 
any other political system yet devised and worth defending at all costs against 
people who wish: to hoodwink the system and enforce uponj.it a ready made policies 
devised by some irresponsible cabal untruthfully accusea of being clumsy ana in¬ 
efficient* Of course that requires certain conditions to be fulfilled© So long as 
the individual voters do their political duty by keeping themselves adequately 

informed on public questions and voting according with their judg & 

as to >r > j S*T» p^ Qn any given occasion* the goojl of the nation as a whole was to be 
suught* there was little danger that they or their representatives c o *would be 
insufficiently informed or insufficiently endowed with public spirit to do their 
work© 


The wh ole system would break down if a majority of the elect orate should become 
either ill-informed on nubile questions or corrupt in their attitudes towards them* 
By this I mean capable of adopting towards them a policy 

directed not to the good of the nat on of the whole but to the good of their own 
class or section or of thenselves* But then a change occurred,, The newspapers of 
the Victorian Age made it their first business to give their readers full and 


accurate information about matters 
the first English newspaper for wh 


r c concern*' 'then came the Daily Mail, 

the first ingiisn newspaper ior wiixuiysucnivS had 2&$$lt8 olH meaning of fact^’diLch 
the reader ought to know' if he wants to vote intelligently and acquired the new 
meaning of fact or fiction which it might amuse him to read* And the second 
great event was Lord George’s demagoguery* 


0*0 


Change of Tape.oo^ome people wxj mn interested in their aggrandisement 
than the common good, but wise and good men always recognize that./ *' e are 
not confronted with radically different problems in different epochs, but with the 
same problems differently solved with a view to the difference of the circumstances * 
To refer in the general way in which Collingwood does to Ihe Greek polls is not 
illuminating* but we have to spell it out in precise terms * And it would mean the 
polls, as Plato and Aristotle understood it, is the solution of the problem* 
strong government plus freedom,in one set of conditions and the modern demodratic 
state is the solution of the problemt strong government and freedom, in another set 
of conditions* And we have to identify the difference of these crlcumstances* Very 
briefly, scarcity on the one hand, andolenty on the other* Scarcity, there is not 
enough leisure for all in a sodety of scarcity-anyone who has ever lived in a back* 
wayd eountry, for example in the country In-hich I was brought up I could see tint*** 
for the poor people it was a great sacrifice to send their children to school until 
they were fourteen, a groat sacrifice,. If they would have had their ovn will they 
would nsver have gone to school* They needed them 0 An^that applies of course 
infinitely pore to the poorer mankind of former ages 0 Scarcity ' when there is 
not enough to go around for all to acquire education, in the significant sense 
of the word* But no one in his sense would wish to be + govemed by uneducated people* 
And therefore the rule of the educated, which always people that had some means, 
was n >t the wicked wish of damned reactionaries, but was a dictate of sanity, given 
these conditions* In the moment it becomes possible to have something which we call, 
with a somewhat misleading term, universal education, on the basis of Plenty, 
the situation is different and the demands, the concfete demands of justice, differ} 
the principles have not been affectedo Thi3 has ultimately something to do with the 
fact that in former times, let me sneak of Greece where it is particularly clear to 
see, the notion prevails that there are very definite limits to human power, so 
much so that man can never abolish or significantly reduce scarcity* In modem times 
man has a higher notion of what he can do in regard to nature, in regard to the 
conquest of nature, the abolition of scarcity becomes increasingly possible* That 
is an important correction we have to make in Collingwood precisely on the &asls of 
his analysis^ there are permanent standards, but we can also see that permanent 
standards might lead to very different practical conclusions if the circumstance is 
radically different* 


How let me turn to this quest!onJ the best political system yet devised* 

That means*,if it means anything, that a better political system may be devised* This 
cannot mean such little things as the still lower voting age, perhaps proportional 
representation all over the globe, complete abolition of discrimination, and so on, 
because these are only further consequences of the same democratic ideal* All these 
changes do not amount to a fundamental change 0 Even socialism might not necessarily 


be a fundamental change. A better >olitieal— syskaw* -meaning in this contest, only 
one thing—a non-damacwrtic system,. ...Another system different from democracy means 

contradictory to democracy. Now, I would argue as Ihe 

b-st political system, on the basis of Collingwood’ s principles, then there is the 
end of radical changes. There may be only so to speak an intrademocraticpro^s 
while the id'.al itself does no longer change. Or democracy is not the best politic 1 
system and then it means adoubt of democracy, an uneasiness regarding ““-acy, 
perhans without seeing one’s way. And that Collingwood did have ^ e ^®^iness is 
shown by what he says about the decay of the press and the emergence of different 
kinds of demagogues. Now let us see in concrete terms, and not abstractly-what this 
means—non-democratic. It could only mean on the basis of a philosophy ofj>roges, 
as Collingwood has, trana=democratic E neaning not going back to an earlier stage 
social organization, but beyond democracy. And there are exactly two of them—in 
Collingwood’s time and in our time. The one is called communism and the other is 
called fascism, Collingwood has a slightly greater sympathy for c^nunism than for 
^ascis-n but that is irrelevant as far as our argument goes* I think* But, however 
iSs S 2! let us look at these two alttmatives^how they understand ^selves© 
Commism of course, as you know from S + alin and other men, also has ^™iddthe 
end of allfundamental changes. Not now, that’s only sociall an now. But then the 
prospect of a final period of universal communism as the final thing is absolutely 
assent! il to communism. Similarly in fascism there is a corresponding, Enough less 
clearlv pronounced!, notion of a prospect of .an end of radical changes. Whit Im 
driving at is thiss it is impossible, once one accepts the modern premise, 

to live without a prospect of the end of radical change. Collingwood has accused 
the r-aliat, that is more or less the same as we know now by logical positivism, 
of having paved the way for fascism by their complete corrosion o. all principles 

I think he was absolutely right. But the trouble is that Collingwood, by his 
historicism, paves the W c g+ther for comunism or for a noble equivalent, if ary, 
of fascisrao In other words^‘eai^cSstinguish between beastliness and nobil_.t} © 
that is not the ooint©© But there is re ally no democratic cont-iitment possible on 
this basis, it seems to me. Either an end of radical changes, me ning changes reg-roing 
the ideal itself, or there is a prospect of an end of radical change* In a word, 
historicism is necessarily eschatological because the term coming from theology 
eschatology means the speech about the last things, the last stage, judgment day 
or whatever it night be, the end of days* Historicism necessarily has this impli¬ 
cation© i repeat? the thought that all thought is historical, which means that all 
thought belongs to a specific, comprehensive view, is itself historical© X mean, 

I hate these symbols which really don*t explain© ^s this simple thought clears 

all thought ss historical, that includes this thought itself© And the more intelligent 

historicist would already admit that o All thought is historical and that means 

the historicism itself belongs to the final, comprehensive view© Or, in other 

words, realization of the variety of idealis-c^of the historical variety of ideals— 

if it understands itself supplies the final ideal, or the end of variability© 

Collingwood gotinto difficulties because ha did not have the courage to say that 

modern 0 liberal democracy is the best political system © Whereas, Arxstotls, for 

examole, did, not hesitate to say that aristocracy is the best 

And Coll introood thought he was more sophisticated than Aristotle* xet t 

still be this difference, of which i will speak, and this difference Partly 

explains Collingwood* s hesitations Aristotle’s political philosophy, that of 

any other ore-modem thinker, stands 3n an entirely different re.a 

than any present-day, typically modem, politically philosophy does. I explain 

that. I take Aristotle really only because in a way he is the philosopher, 
sense that he is the classic...There is no book in existence as Aristotle s Politics 
as 1 don’t have to explain to you because it is the official opinion of m 
department 
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And as you can see from the announcement, I fully snare, '■tie could 
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easily elaborate that© Now how does Aristotle conceive of the rotation ox 


philosophy of politics to histox^y? Very simply© Reasonable action necessarily 
requires knowledge of the circumstances, necessarily© Otherwise you are a fool*© 
Sufficient knowledge of the circumstances may require knowledge of the causes of 
the circumstances and therefore what they now call a historical analysis© A 
simole example is that given by Edmund burke in one of his Americas speeches* 

he says he wants to proceed historically and he means this very simple thought,, 

the British had come into a mess© Burke wanted to show a way out of the mess and 
therefore he says we must first look at how we came into that mess in order to 
find a way out of it© That is common sense, reasonable© That is the political 
use of history in the Aristotelian and common sens&cal sense of the tenn© Or 
take another example: laws which have ceased to make sense© Now it is stupid to 
say they were such old fools in former times and made such foolish laws because in 

many cases these laws proved to be eminently reasonable at the time when they wer^ 

established and only the circumstances have changed so radically that it would be 
foolish not to antiouate them© Or let us take another example nearer to my 
field: there was a notion abroad, or it was abroad, that there is such a thli^» as 
the absolute right of property and this view always referred to the authority of 
Locke who was the prophet of that right according to once common opinion© But then 
let us look at the authority because the present day discussion, say about nineteen 
thirty or so, people deferred to John Locke naturally© b^Locte then assert an 
absolute right of property? And we can easily see, no he did not, because what 
Locke meant was that the greatest possible freedom of acquisition is the condition 
of expanding wealth and comfort© In other words the right of property is conditioned 
on its being the condition of expanding wealth and comfort© This reflection is 
perfectly unobjectionable, evidently meaningful, people deferred to a certain 
authority with a view to a certain kind of policy© One naturally looks into that 
authority© There is no problem here© This is what history meant in the Aristotelian, 
tradition© $ou make inquiries into the past, of institutions, of thoughts, of 
measures, what have you© If there is a need for it, if it is evidently so that you 
cannot clarify the situation without going into the causes or the origins of the 
situation© b u t the interesting point is this© Allthase are specific cases, maybe 
imoortant cas js© b u t here in Collingwood and other contemporaries we have a 
fundamentally different attitude to what history is as a whole© Today it is 
assumed that historical studies are not needed only here and there© But we believe, 
and perhaps we are not without good reason, that it is impossible to diagnoseour 
situation without historical studies© And that is really a novel thing. For 
example, can you imagine what kind of historical studies accompanied, say the 
Peloopensians War, or the Punic War, certainly not historical studies in the way 
that we mean thea© Naturally, oeople had to know a bit about the past of themselves 
and their enemies© But thai^ old experienced tow or the memories of old ex¬ 
perienced men contained© The notion of a systematic study of the past as a pre¬ 
requisite for and adequate understanding of the situation is a very recent things 
nineteenth century but not earlier© Now let us see why that is so© I think the 
consequence, conclusion, which Collingwood and his contemporaries draw is correct© 

But it needs clarification© Let us look at Collingwood 1 s remark on the emergence 
of demagogues in modem democracy, and the decay of the public spirit, the decay 
of a certain severity of manners contrasted with a time when someone who had some 
understanding of these things said "The principle of democracy is virtue©” Today 
the term virtue is almost taboo in such discussions© So it seems that the befct 
politicalsystem is accompanied by perils of its own© We try to diagnose these 
evils by measuring our society against its contemporary ideal© We hear in every 
Fourth of July Speech what democracy should be© We measure the reality against 
it© There is no history© Yet there is this difficulty that we all knows the 
ideal, the promise, ihe aspiration, the, dream, are not exactly contemporary with 
present-day democratic society© That is so can very easily be shown because 




there was a certain moment *.. maybe it was 1 S 06 , when people became suddenly 
aware of the difference between the promise and the ideal on the one hand, and 
the reality on the other* If my information is correct, that was the situation in 
which Graham ’iallis emerged and this led to this kind of hard-boiled political 
science and with ’which we ara familiar* In other words, to the abandonment of 
all claims for democracy* ’ia just describe it, which of course is only escapism* 
So therefore if the promise antedates in a way the fulfilment* we cannot under¬ 
stand the promise if we do not return to the past* And that of course is done 
everywhere. For which reason people read in the college here. The People Shall 
Judge, with the classic statements that all stem from the past — the Declaration 
of Independence, the Gettysburg address, and so on and sc on* Then we find 
something called e Jeffersonian Democracy," and what is that? It's a rural 
democracy. And we are led to another great expounder of democracy in the 
nineteenth century, an unforgettable man, Tocquaville, and his notion of self- 
government, of decentralisation, as the condition of a healthy and virile 
democracy^ going together with the notion that the national government should be 
relatively weak* In a word, democracy emerged, the promise came out, in a 
society of a different time, a society which was smaller and simpler* Still 
mors precisely, a society which was in accordance with man’s natural capacity* 

There is a strange contemporaneity between Jefferson, Tocquevllle® Rousseau, 
Aristotle and Plato as regards this point t their notion of the conditions for 
a good society* The condition of a good society is that the society is somehow 
in accordance with the nature of man, with man’s m&croscropic capacities of know¬ 
ledge, if I may say so* We still use this when we speak of anonymity and the 
dangers of big cities and all this kind of thing. We all have some such model 
in mind. This-was really that modal notion, wholly independent new of the 
question of what the right kind of government is, but that there are certain 
limits to a society in which men can still be fellows in on effective way. 

And that was developed by Plato and Aristotle, theoretically, but not only by 
them* It was re stored in modern times by quite a few writers in-between* 

But let us new see* If we want to understand the ideal of democracy as it 
was originally understood we have to make historical studies* And at the end 
we reach something like Aristotle* But what about Aristotle himself? Was 
Aristotle compelled to engage in historical studies to understand the promise 
of what he regarded as the good society? Or was it only stupidity or primitivity 
which prevented him from thinking of historical studies? No, Aristotle did not 
go- bjjk to history for the very simple reason that he lived in a society of this 
kind, in a society of this kind which he regarded as very imperfect, namely the 
decayed polls of Athens or so* The principle of modern democracy, and the same 
applies to all other modem regimes. Is essentially a modification of the polls 
and can only be understood a3 such. We modem men certainly need history in 
order to understand our society. All modem concepts are essentially derivative 
concepts. We n*?sd history* That is the strong point of ColXingwood’s books* 

But Go'llIngwcod draws from this the conclusion that we are wiser than the past 
books, and that conclusion Is not warranted* Historical understanding does not 
in itself, and not gng 0 way, prove a progress of thought* Historical under¬ 
standing may very well serve the function that we should ascend to a level of human 
understanding which was more natural, in mors'simple societies, namely, in the past 
I would suggest that what I indicated here se *zns to me to bo a historical under¬ 
standing of historic ism — to give tit for tat, is that the proper expression? — 
Well, surely, hlstoricism must be understood historically* We can easily see 
from the peculiar predicament of modern nan and the peculiar situation of modem 
man why we need history but no further conclusion can be drawn from this. Che 
pan also state this point more simply in the following way, turning back to the 
definition of political philosophy which I presented at the beginning of the. 
course. Tolltlcal philosophy, I said, is the attempt to rapl&CQ opinions re¬ 
garding the political fundamentals by knowledge regarding thca* Iicw does it 
work in practice? You cannot possibly transagni your opinions if you do not 




knew your opinions* The first thing to do, therefore, is to state then* 3ut 
if you males the attempt to state your opinions, you will see that it is infinitely 
mere difficult than the positivist thinks, who believes that men state their 
values by simply saying, tt I believe in freedom* 8 If you want to state your 
opinions in a serious way, you will see that it i3 very difficult* But the 
difficulty is mere precisely this: our opinions are not simply our opinions* 

They are, to a considerable extent, to the greatest extent, a heritage, lihat 
we have the nerve to call our opinions are pieces, some pieces of what were 
ones consistent and coherent reports. We have to go bach to their origins, to 
the time when sane great thinker or thinkers thought these thoughts for the 
first tine, to understand our opinions. So the clarification of our opinions, 
which is absolutely necessary, insensibly changes into historical study. I 
always reg&s'dod this as a convincing truth of historic ism — and the one which 
1 knew in my bones, as it were —- that so, whenever one tries to ask you 
that, otherwise one is superficial, that's true* But the question is, is this 
necessarily so? Some historical information suffices to show that it Is not 
always. I gave one simple example* Talc© a medieval political thinker studying 
Aristotl|• Was it an historical study? No, no, no* \it ly not? Because Aristotle 
was a conemporary* I mean, that he lived some hundrede of years ago is uninterest¬ 
ing* The thought was contemporary* Now he was not always right, naturally, but 
just, as for a mathematician, ether mathematicians are contemporaries with 
others when they wrote. To the medieval man, Aristotle was a contemporary and 
therefore the study of Aristotle was — just as today we can take a mathematical 
textbook for say, algebra „*• if there were such an absolute textbook, which in 
cur time is probably not the case* But in the Middle Ages it was absolute* So 
in other words the difference is this! our authorities •»* are not contemporary 
with us® They are really nineteenth, eighteenth century, and so on* How ooraa? 

Anawsr* because of the belief in progress* They laid the foundations, yea, 
they were great mon* But than w q build on it and we don°t need them anymore* 
live on a higher level, you see, and therefore the idea of progress means, 
of oours6, that lator man are not contemporaries with those who laid the 
foundations* And therefore if we want *** if we become a little bit insecure 
in this more than sinpire State Building, so high, and therefore we have to go 
down to the foundation, and look, there they are safe* That is the only 
respectable meaning, it seems to mo, of history of ideas, of history of thought* 
It^s really a deadly serious business, and not just the fun of getting some 
out-of-the-way wisdom. 

question (mostly Inaudible): Oan't you proceed on the assumption that 
Aristotle might be right? Can't you just drop (the historical aspect)? 

Answer: I would say this. I have given that some thought; I don't 
believe it can aver be as simple as that. I think no thinker (of the past), 
whoever he may be, solves our problems* Let us assume that there was a 
thinker X who had established in a way that will be always right the funda¬ 
mental principles* He doesn't show you how they apply to us, and I am 
speaking now only of the problems of social and economic and political 
thought, but also of course there are the problems — the theoretical prob¬ 
lems — created by modern science* tfe have to do some thinking of our own 
under all conditions* **o But the very beginning, the very beginning, I 
would sav, la to remind ourselves of the fact that we are living on foun¬ 
dations which we do not know, really* Of coursain a textual way we know, 
everyone knows, the names of Newton and Descartes, and the other great names* 

But that of course does not mean really to know that, and, of course, political 
philosophy is the same* But that la absolutely unsettled* (Shat some people 
suggest • •*): forget about the foundations ~ we just define a term in an un¬ 
ambiguous way — political power means that, or authority means that -- you 
might have read a book by Lasswell and top lan in which they do that* These 
people say we can forget about all fundamental problems; we only have to use 

unambiguous terms — as if these terms did not contain concealed within them- 







esiyes this tremendous intellectual world molded by many generations, and which 
they think they can just use without really having made their own by such a study* 
So if I my summarize this part of the argument, there is not the slightest doubt 
that, first of all, political history is an infinitely more important preliminary 
study for the understanding of political situations than psychology is, and, more 
immediately relevant to us, it is absolutely indispensable from every point of 
view that we study the origins, the intellectual origins of our thought, and as 
carefully as possible if we are conscientious and have the time, in addition* But 
that do -33 in no way (imply?) the issue raised by historicism, namely, that all 
ideals or all principles are necessarily variable* Ch the oontrary, I have tried 
to shew that the notion of always variable standards, as the historlcist under¬ 
stands them, leads to impossible consequences, that historicism must become 
eschatological in order to become defensible# 

Next time I will discuss briefly, and by that I will conclude my discussion 
of Gollingwood, what ... can we say about historical understanding in the narrow 
sense* After all, if it is true that v/e must engage in historical studies the 
question arises how can one conduct historical studies properly on the 
basis of hiatoricism* 
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I should like to discuss now a seemingly more elementary and limited su: 

and that is the problem of historical understanding with which everyone, 
during any kind of historical work, is confronted# Now I take the word, his¬ 
torical understanding, in a wide sense, but in a legitimately large sense, any 
understanding of the thinking of other people* But first let us take the 
question as stated by Gollingwood* He contends that our way, our kind of 
historical understanding is superior to that which was available in the past# 

For, as he puts it, scientific history, a thing which emerged only in the 
second half of the nineteenth century,is superior to all other types of his¬ 
tory* We are in a better position to understand the thought of the past than 
aarlier generations have been# Now why is this issue important? “Why is it 
important to understand the thought of the past as thought of the past? 

You sees for example, I may read Aristotle and try to understand him, and it 
is a mere accident to me that he ie a thirds© r of the past# Historical under¬ 
standing, in the more precis© sense, m3 ana tc understand the thought of the 
past as thought of th6 past# Now Gollingwood argues as follows* we have our 
problems# For example, and it ie a little bit more than an example, the great 
increase in human power due tc technology, an increase in power not accompanied 
by an increase in wisdom* That’s what we are confronted v/ith* This problem 
arises out of earlier solutions, or answers* In our case, the solution was 
that natural science in the modem sense was possible* This solution, or 
answer, was an answer to earlier problems and that goes on and on in the past* 

To understand our problem we have to understand its genesis, and that means we 
have to understand earlier thought ~ as it & aS been* That’s a famous 

phrase of Ranke’s, the German historian* The task of the historian is that he 
has to understand the past as it really has been, incontradistinction to mythical 
notion, mere popular guesses, and so on* Historical knowledge means, then, 
self-knowledge* V/e understand ourselves by understanding the genesis of our 
problems* Now the result of such an understanding of the past as it really 
has been would be, to take an example of Gollingwood’s, that Plato’s Republic 
represents an ideal of the Greeks* That is scientific understanding because, 
primarily, people would say, well, that is just a utopia of a best social order 
as Plato imagined it, or maybe some people would say it v as the true notion* 

But scientific history tells us, no, that is just an exposition of the ideal 
of the Greeks, and that is important to know — important to know if we want 
to understand ourselves properly* I would like to illustrate this by an 
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example, which is a bit closer down to earth, but fundassentally the same* You 
all remember the French Revolution — or for that matter the American Revolution 
How did the authors of the Federalist Papers sign — do you remember that? 
Publius * How that 4 s the wrong name* So in the eighteenth century, even in 
tho United States — by the way the many Roman and Greek place names in up¬ 
state Hew York and so on are also very interesting — but more visibly, per¬ 
haps, in France, the French Revolution, restoration of antiquity, of ancient 
citizenship, to abolish the spirit of the bjourgeois — that did not yet quite 
mean what it means in Karxism — but also, ^subject of the modern monarch, and 
to become again citoysn, citizen, cives, polites . In other words, in this 
important period of Western history, the attempt was made to return to soma- 
thing, and to restore something, namely, the spirit of the ancient republics. 

And there certain difficulties arose, into Which I do not have to go. I am 
only concerned with the theoretical problems. So in the middle of the nine¬ 
teenth century a very wise, very thoughtful^ rather conservative man, called 
Fustel de Goulanges (a Frenchman) wrote a bbok called. The Ancient City , and 
by the way, every one of you should really have read that book. It is one 
of the most beautiful books written in the nineteenth century and among his¬ 
torical bocks it certainly belongs to the top five, however you might pick 
them. And, now, this was a historical book* about the ancient city. No later 
book on the ancient city can compare with that, even if these later books are 
more correct and informative on secondary matters. So this is a purely his¬ 
torical work. But an historical book with an eminently political message, to 
show that it is impossible to restore tho ancient city in the western world, 
because, fusts1 da Goulanges contended, the ancient city rested on pagan re¬ 
ligion essentially , and he showed how the institutions of Greece as well as 
of Rome, tbs distinctions between Patricians and Plebians in Roma, all the 
fights bgtween Patricians and Plebians, and so on and so on, can only be under¬ 
stood as part of a religious struggle on this pagan basis. And therefore, for 
this reason s every thought of restoring ancient institutions is meaningless e 
And Fustel de Goulanges wrote this book because this dream of restoring an- 
clcmi republicanism still played a very great part in Europe around the middle 
of the nineteenth century. In other words, what is the political meaning of 
such an historical study, then? The liberation from earlier notions and as¬ 
pirations “ the truth that these earlier notions and aspirations cannot possibl 
have a meaning for us anymore. That is the implication of this kind of study. 
Car thoughts are always partly belonging to periods which have long passed and 
therefore prevent the clear and adequate grasp of the situation at hand. The 
alleged proof that Plato a s Republic stands and falls by the Greek polls and 
becomes fundamentally meaningless beyond that would of course be a liberation 
from the influence of that book — not because it is wicked or Fascist, but 
because it belongs to a completely different period of mankind. This is the 
general way in which Gollingwood understands the significance of historical 
studies* How we have to raise this questions what Is it that enables us 
modern scientific historians to understand the thought of the past as it 
really has been? Cr in other words, what is the essence of scientific 
history?. V/e have ssen last time two elements are crucial* First, the pri¬ 
macy of the question. The historian begins with a question of his own. And 
secondly, history means in all cases history of thought, and to understand 
thought means to reenact it and therewith to criticize it. These two notions, 
the primacy of the question and understanding means criticism, explain the 
crucial thing, namely that the scientific historian is sovereign. He. deter¬ 
mines which question is to be raised and he is fundamentally the judge. 

There is no question of a receptivity, of a fundamentally recep¬ 

tive attitude on the part of the historian. Now let us consider that, and 
especially the primacy of the question* The question, it is aaid, in all 
historical studies, originates in us. It is our question. A present question 
comps11s us to engage in historical studies. For example, take a branch of 



studies called economic history* \fay do people study economic history? 2hat field 
of studies didn’t exist, say, a hundred years ago. lalhy do they do it? Because we 
know from our own society the importance of the so-called economic factor, and we 
want to see how this factor was operative in earlier societies. We don’t find 
books on economics, so to speak, in earlier times — I may exaggerate a tiny bit, 
but it f s only a small exaggeration. We have to address to the writers the ques¬ 
tion which they never raised. We take the initiative. Cr take another example 
emphasised by Collingwood, studies about population figures. Population figures 
in earlier writers, Collingwood contends, probably rightly, are very unreliable. 
People simply said, there were thousands and thousands of people. That’s not 
counting. And we have to do some very boring work — but we get really exact 
figures, because sometimes they did count, so and so many households in a 
village, and a man had so and so many children, and then we make a statistical 
average and figure out how many people lived in that village, and then you 
figure out on the basic of some other things how many villages existed at that 
tine, say in medieval France, and then you get a probable population figure. 

In this way Collingwood himself says he figured out that the population of 
Honan Britain was half a million, and regarding the population of Roman Gaul 
there were estimates based on the old writers, between five millions and 
thirty millions. You see, if you want really to know the population of 
Homan Gatul it seems you have to do soa\3 work of your own. So there are 
quite a few questions which have never been raised by former historians, 
and whore the whole initiative, the whole set-up obviously depends on the 
modern historian, not on the source, bat us look a little more closely. 

Cur question is the beginning, because our question leads to the selection 
of our theme, to the conscious selection of the theme; for if we do not 
consciously select our theme we act thoughtlessly, in a way not befitting 
scientific man* By v/hich I do not mean to say that a student might not 
come to a professor and say, please give me a there or subject — that is 
another matter. That is still a sign that he is very much a young student. 

But one should finally arrive at the stage where one can choose freely and 
considerately a reasonable subject. 3o cur question determines the selection 
of the theme* Therefore we are the cneB who address questions of our own 
to old authors. So* for example, when ws raise the question, what does this 
statement means, we mean primarily, what does this statement ;uean in the light 
of our question. \ie do not merely mean, what did the author mean by it. 

For example, say it was a staterr.ent about population figures. The author 
wasn’t concerned with the population figure — he just mentioned it in 
passing. He was concerned with something else, ' but in 

passing he mentions the figure. It was a question where the author, perhaps, 
didn 9 l pay any attention as to the exact population figure of that city. 

I think I must read to you a few remarks by Collingwood, so you will see 
how this works in actual practice, and these points are really very helpful 
for understanding the problem of history. I have read already something 
concerning this question last time, so I will read only one passage now. 

*As natural science finds its proper method, whan the scientist, in 
Bacon*s metaphor, puts nature to the question, tortures her by experiments, 
in order to.wring from her answers to his own questions, so history finds 
its proper method when the historian puts his authorities in the witness 
box and by cross-questioning extorts from them information which in their 
original statements they had withheld, either because they did not wish 
to give it, or because they did not possess it. Thus a commander’s die~ 
patches may claim a victory. The historian, reading them in a critical 
spirit, will ask, if it was a victory, why vas it not followed up in this 
or that way and may thus convict the writer of concealing the truth, or by 
using the sane method he may convict of ignorance a less critical predecessor 
who has accepted the version of the battle given him by the some dispatchesi 
Ths historian’s autonsay-is here manifested in its extremest form, because 


it is hers evident that somehow, in virtue of his activity as an historian, 
he has it in his power to reject something explicitly told him by his authori¬ 
ties and to substitute something else. If that is possible, the criterion of 
historical truth cannot be the fact that a statement was made by an authority® 

It is the truthfulness and information of the so-called authority that are in 
question* And this question tbs historian has to answer for himself on his own 
authority. Even if ha accepts what his authorities tell him, therefore, he 
accepts it not on their authority, but on his own, not because they say it, 
but because it satisfies his criterion of historical truth,® 

So we raise then this question, what did the author mean by it, say 
Thucydides by a remark about a battle or a siege. But we do not mean by 
that merely what did Thucydides naan by it, but what fact can we learn frccx 
that statement, which fact Thucydides did not even notice, perhaps. That is 
perfectly possible and legitimate. But of course the case of economic his¬ 
tory and such branches is entirely different from the history of thought 
proper because people were interested — writers were interested in thought 
proper, whereas they v/ere not interested in economics# And therefore that is 
the case which is of greatest interest to us# Now let us look at how this 
works in the field of history of thought proper# I, the modern historian 
have a question of my own, and prompted by this question I turn to an old 
author. Again an example, I am concerned by this problem of modern tech¬ 
nology, of the Increase in human power brought about by modern science, and 
the lacking development of human wisdom. I naturally turn, if I have some 
information, to Francis Bacon, because Francis Bacon was the hero of such a 
development and see hot*? did Bacon, who wanted such a tremendous technological 
development, conceive of the relation of what we now call science to human 
wisdom* Or take another example, We have today this problem of relativism, 
and in all these discussions one name turns up invariably. That is the name 
of ilavid Ilurr.e# Naturally since Ilume is a kind of authority here we are com¬ 
pelled to investigate Hunian thought and see what does ha. say about moral 
principles* './as Cavid Hums a relativist, and so on. So we turn then to an 
old author instigated primarily by our question* Relativism was not a ques¬ 
tion of the eighteenth century. The disproportion of wisdom and power in 
the way in which we have it before us was not a problem of Bacon. Cur prob¬ 
lem- but we turn to an old author to help us clarify our problem# That means, 
of course, we address this question to the author# Vihai question did, say, 

Bacon try to solve? Nov; I raise this question, contrary to what Oollingwood 
aays about the independence of the historian in regard to the authorities# 

Am I not entirely dependent, in order to answer the question, what did Bacon 
mean, on what Bacon explicitly says? Am I not entirely dependent on authori¬ 
ties? Must I not raise the question, what does this statement of Bacon mean, 

. in the sense, what did Bacon mean by it? Or is there a problem? Now there are 
at least two strata of the problem# One is fairly simple, and that has been 
stated very beautifully I think by Oollingwood. The example which he takes is 
from, political history, but that docs not affect the situation very much# 

Julius Caesar, we are told, invaded Britain in two successive years# What 
-did he do it for? The question is hardly ever asked by historians, and I 
can remember none that has tried to answer it sclentifically, that is, by 
means of evidence. There is, of course, no evidence to speak of, except 
that contained in Julius Caesar g s own narrative. There he never says what 
he meant to effect by his invasions of Britain# It is the fact cf his silence 
that constitutes our chief evidence as to what his intention was<, Whatever he 
wanted to bring about, his intention was one which he decided to conceal from 
his readers# In the light of a general acquaintance with the Commentary, 

Caesar 8 s narrative, the likliest explanation of his concealment was, that 
whatever his purpose had been he had failed to achieve it# I then compared 
the strength of his expeditionary force v/ith that of the armies sent over by 
Claudius nearly a century later, and this settled it# Caesar must have intended 
no mere punitive expedition, or demonstration of force, but the complete conquest 


of the country* People who do not understand historical thinking will say, it 
is useless to raise the question, because if your only information come3 frcaa 
Caesar, and Caesar has not told you his plans, you cannot possibly know what 
they were* These are the people, who if they met you on Saturday afternoon 
with a fishing rod, creel and caicp stool, walking towards the river, would 
ask, K Going fishing?” And I suppose, if they were serving on a jury 
and someone was tried for attempSbed murder because he had put arsenic in his 
wife’s tea on Monday and cyanide of potassium in her coffee cn Tuesday and on 
Wednesday broke her spectacles v/ith a revolver bullet and knocked a piece out of 
her **. cn Thursday and now pleaded not guilty, they would press for his 
acquittal, because as he never admitted that he meant to murder her, there 
could be no evidence that he did mean to** 

How that is a very nice argument, and I must say, I fully agree with that, 
but only one little point; of course I know Caesar much less than Collingwood 
must have done I look at the passage in the Commentary and I think **— X have 
the feeling that Caesar says why he invaded Britain, namely because the Britons 
had helped the Gauls in the previous war with the Gauls, and he wanted to gat 
rid of the nuisance storming from Britain, and that I would regard as 

an explicit statement of Caesar’s* But maybe I misunderstood something in Caesar* 
But however this may be, even in such a case, of course there is one thing, surely 
the explicit evidence* To regard only explicit evidence as reliable means to com” 
mit this folly which Ccllingwood so nicely describes* But, of course, all 
reasonable guesses and probabilities of the highest order which you can have 
are necessarily arrived at on the basis of what the author explicitly says* 

If you do not begin with a careful consideration of what ha explicitly says 
everything else is just impossible* So while we cannot possibly be limited 
by what an author explicitly says, because he really might wish to conceal 
.tfense thing, If not from us, if not from everyone, at least from some readers, 
we must begin, with that* ./a must begin, I also could put it this way, with the 
question, in the case of a theoretical writer, philosopher, or however you 
might call him, what was the question which he raised, which he explicitly 
raised* Hare Oollingwood again has a very strange notion* He says we only 
knew what the problem was by arguing back from the solution meaning we 
have never any evidence as to what the problem was from the author’s own 
mouth; we only can infer the problem from the solution* And then he goes 
on ™ 1 will give you this example?* 

* If anyone chooses to deny this, I will not try to convince him* Everyone 
who has learned to thin!: historically Imows it already* (Strauss* I don’t*) 

And no amount of argument could teach it to a person who has not learned to 
think historically* IIcw can we, discover what the tactical problem was that 
Nelson set himself at Trafalgar!? Only by studying the tactics that he pursued 
in the battle* He argue back from the solution to the problem* Hhat e.lse 
could we do? Sven if we had the original typescript of the coded order issued 
by wireless two hours before the battle began, this would not tell us that he 
had not changed his mind at the last moment, extemporized a new plan from the 
new facts about the situation and trusted his captains to understand what he 
was doing and to back him up Q * 

But,what would be the equivalent of that, in the case of a philosopher, 
for example? Because after all the great hurry in which an admiral or a 
general must make changes, extemporize a new solution, does not exist for 
a man who has some time ... What can he possibly mean by that in the history 
of thought? .veil, he would argue as follows, I believe® An author might set 
out to answer a certain problem which he identifies, but in trying to solve 
that problem he comes into a greater depth than he had known in the beginning® 

And so in fact the problem which he tackles and which he solves is not the 
one which he set out to solve* Theoretically, that is possible, although I 
would assume that a man of reasonable care would go over his book in which 
he presents that and see whether the initial formulation would not have to 




be restated on the basis of hie findings. Do you sea the possibility that this 
could happen"? Theoretically, it is of course possible® But even this cannot 
possibly be established if I do not know the initial question, the initial prob¬ 
lem, that is to say, the explicit problem® I would therefore formulate the 
problem of historical understanding in this stage as follows* naturally we 
must start with our question! otherwise there is nothing which will open up 
to us the historical phenomena® Guided by a question which animates us we 
turn to an author® We choose this author rather than that® But then, from 
that moment on there has to be a rigorous subordination of our question to 
his question, because we have to try to understand his question and his 
answer as he meant them. That is certainly not the last word® For example, 
if you take the example cf Bacon ™ if we want to reach clarity about the 
problem cf wisdom and science, and we turn to Bacon, bacauee Bacon had given 
it much thought at the beginning of this period, our understanding of Bacon 
will be only a part of our thinking processes and only this part can be called 
strictly speaking historical* But with this part there Is no question of 
what we have to doo Here we have to listen to Bacon, and not to interfere 
with that, and we have to see what is Bacon , s full message® If it is of 
any importance to us to know what Bacon’s thought was, we have to get the 
whole story -- from him* So, in other words, in this crucial part of the 
study, the historical part of the study, there cannot be any question of 
the sovereignty of the historian, but only of the submissiveness rathar of 
the historian* Now when I say this, I make a distinction, which can be 
stated as follows* to try to understand a teaching, an author, a book, a 
newspaper article —— let me call this interpretation* So that interpreta¬ 
tion would mean the attempt to understand what an author consciously intends* 

It doesn’t have to be explicit — he may only have intimated it — but what 
the author himself meant, consciously meant * I*t us distinguish this from 
criticism; namely, afterward, after we know what Eacon thought about it, 
after we have really understood it, then we have to find out whether it is 
true® That is a distinction which Ccllingwood discusses at so ms length* 

The one question is, say, what Plato thought® Another question is whether 
what Plato thought ie true. This distinction, I think, is most familiar 
to ail of us because it is just common sense and I don’t believe I have to 
explain it any further* Every one of you who has read a newspaper article 
and discussed it later on with someone else knows the difference. V/hat did, 
say, V/alter Llppmann say — that is one question. Is it sound, true ~ 
another question* Obviously you cannot answer the quest?.on whether it is 
sound or true before you know what he meant. That seems to be really ele¬ 
mentary* But one can go one step further and then we come into deeper water, 
and say this. This distinction between the question of what Bacon taught 
or thought and whether what he thought is true allows us to distinguish be¬ 
tween history of philosophy, which is only interested in establishing what 
the old thinkers thought, and philosophy, which is interested in finding 
out whether it is true* Now Gollingwood rejects this distinction altogether® 

He finds the realists, of whom he has so much to say, confronted with this 
problem® According to this view, which he attacks, the history of philoso¬ 
phy was an inquiry which had nothing to do with the question whether, say, 
Plato’s theory of ideas wag true or false, but only with the question what 
it was* And this view led to the conclusion that the history of philosophy 
was a subject without any philosophical interest* Now fundamentally these 
so-called realistic views of his enemies — it doesn’t matter how they-ore 
called —— are a decayed version of the older view, because that was exactly 
the older views the history of philosophy is of no philosophical interest* 

Now the sane distinction between the history of philosophy and philosophy 
could be suggested also on the opposite grounds, on the directly opposite 
grounds. Philosophy la impossible® Let us say, political philosophy in 
particular is impossible* But history of political philosophy is possible 




and necessary* And so history of political philosophy would be objective 
because that this and this is what Plato taught you can prove by quoting 
chapter and verse, but the question whether it is true or not doesn't arise 
because this is a dimension ©.© in which there is no truth or untruth© 

Philosophy is purely subjective© Now we have to consider this question, 
this distinction between philosophy and the history of philosophy as totally 
unrelated, or separated, disciplines* Is this possible? I think one can 
show in many ways that Gollingwood is absolutely right in rejecting this 
separation© The historian of philosophy, to take the broadest case, oust 
start from an understanding of what philosophy is© And let me illustrate 
this as simply as I can© Let us say that philosophy Is the quest for know¬ 
ledge of all things, of God and world and man© The question arises immediately, 
if we are unbiased, is there direct experience of God, mystical experience of 
God? '.fell, obviously everything will depend on how we decide the question© 
Philosophy will look entirely differently if we say yes than if we say no© 

New the answer to this question is admittedly — quote — "subjective©* 

Therefore every definition of philosophy is subjective and the whole history 
of philosophy rosts on this subjective basis© But let us limit ourselves to 
political philosophy, an admittedly non-mystic discipline© ’de tuna, say, to 
John Stuart Mill or to Plato© Cur turning to Plato precedes our study of 
Plato© Cur question is primary. V/e have to reflect on our question, which 
means on the reason why we turn to Plato© This primary step, the selection 
cf the theme, cannot be justified on the basis of historical evidence, say, 
by Plato. Here the so-called subjective element necessarily enters© Vte try 
to understand, then, but we cannot understand without judging. To understand 
means to criticize© The conclusion* to find out what Plato thought is identical 
with the inquiry whether what Plato thought was true* The separation between 
the history of philosophy and philosophy breaks down© Now let us examine that© 
Gollingwood says criticism is criticism from a certain point of view. Naturally© 
But the point of view is that which gave rise to our question, and our question 
was a present question© Therefore the point of view from which we criticize 
will be the point of view of the present© Now this would necessarily mean in 
the case of any older thinker, rejection of him, because what he thought cannot 
possibly agree with what people today think© And Gollingwood sometimes inclines 
to this foolish suggestion. But it does not follow from his principle and there 
are also passages in his books where he admits that criticism, say of Flaio, 
may very well mean rejection of present day thought, in favor of Plato© 

Criticism may very wall nean assent to earlier thought, on bloc or in one 
particular part© Criticism doss not mean rejection© Assent is also criticism© 
But precisely because we have either to assent or to reject, and both are 
criticisms, that means criticism is co-extensive with interpretation or under¬ 
standing* Yet common sonse seems to dictate a distinction between interpre¬ 
tation and criticism© Look at the simple example of the newspaper which you 
first have to read and understand and then you judge© Now we can perhaps 
take another passage from Gollingwood to explain this point© He says his 
logic of question and answer, of which I have spoken before, "committed ms 
tooths view that anyone can understand any philosopher's doctrine if he can 
grasp the Question which they are intended to answer© Those questions need 
not be his own© They my belong to a thought-complex very different from 
any that is spontaneously going on in his ov/n mind, but this ought not to 
prevent him from - understanding them and judging whether the persons 

interested in them are answering them rightly or wrongly©* In other words 
Collingwood says here the distinction between interpretation and criticism 
is possible© take a question and follow up this question and see how the 
author handles this question, hov; he tried to answer it, without raising the 
question in this stage whether these questions are really good questions, or 
the most adequate questions. Is this intelligible? I mean, on this basis 
the distinction betv/een interpretation and criticism is perfectly possible. 


and one can also say on this basis the task of the historian — and that is 
indeed what Gollingwood hir.seIf say3 in another passage ~ to think in that 
way about philosophies not your own is to think about them historically, meaning 
to understand them on their own terms, in answering fair questions, and not 
trying to interfere at this stage with their questioning and answering process, 
only following it even further. So, this then means historical understanding, 
to understand an author as he understood himself. Yes, but if this then is 
really the essence ex’ historical understanding, as I would aay, and as Oollingwood 
also says, but not alv/ays, then I raise this question. Is this most important 
part of historical understanding, to understand the older thinkers ao they 
understood themselves, is this an achievement of acientific history? And I 
would answer with an emphatic no. Proofs Gollingwood*s own history of his¬ 
toriography. I do not have to repeat — I have criticized that in an article 
in the Review of Hstaphysics, 1952 — it is not necessary for our purposes to 
repeat that. I might want to give you an example of what Gollingwood is some¬ 
times doing, and that I think is very revealing. Ila speaks of the classical 
and ancient conception of history and says — and he quotes Aristotle saying 
that poetry is more scientific than history. 

* .History tells us that Croesus fell and that Polycrates fell. Poetry, 
according to Aristotle f s idea of it, naices not these singular judgments about 
Croesus and Pciycrates, but the universal judgment that very rich non ~ 
tyrants — as such fa.ll* Kven this in in Aristotle's view only a partially 
eclentif in judgmont•* 

Namely, that vary rich men as such fall, thy is it partially scientific? 
Wall, you knew. Everyone knows who has a bit of experience. There are some¬ 
times rich icon v/ho do not fail, yea? ’/ell, don't call it fall — say, who do 
not have a miserable end. There are such people. 

"Sven this is in Aristotle's view only a partially scientific judgment, 
for no one car* sac why rich man should fall." 

Now this statement is, of course, absolutely fantastic. Aristotle never 
said such a thing. What Aristotle mean3 is this, that there is no necessity 
for rich ms n to fail. Strictly speaking, only rich men or powerful men can 
fallo V/hy? That's an analytical judgment. You have to go up first. A 
poor man cannot fall, Jut now, why do not all rich men fall? Hell, there 
are two different reasons. One, they may be very clever, or to use a wider 
and more noble term, they my be virtuous. And the other is, they may be 
lucky. Now this simple thought which is still valid was not recognized by 
Nr. Gollingwood, because he simply did not road and understand carefully 
enough — that's all. I venture to say no man of Coll logwood 1 s compotenos, 
in an earlier ags, could have made such blunders* Hhy did he make these 
blunders? Because he was a scientific historian. Joes this make sense? 

I will try tc elaborate. Historical understanding in this sense, say to 
understand what Aristotle meant or what Plato meant or iSpicurus meant or 
the Bible meant or whatever you take, was much better understood ... In 
formsr ages than it has been understood since the nineteenth century — 
much more so, because no one was interested in finding out the relation of, 
say, a certain Biblical teaching and the sociology of that time. You see, 
the moment you are interested in that sociology, you don't read that Biblical 
passage so darefully, as you are really not interested in the Bible as an 
Important book, and the same applies to Plato and Aristotle and so on. But 
I will develop this more pz'ecisely. Historical understanding in the precise 
sense was much more natural in former ages than in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. Why Is the scientific historian a bad historian? In the first 
place, the acientific historian assumes, as a matter of course, the superiority 
of our thought 9 meaning, that if wo teday are at the height of our time, we 
understand better than earlier man could think. Now once we believe that, we 
do not have an incentive to understand older thinkers exactly as they meant it. 

Now this fact is very well known among historians and and circles of historians, 
and there is a topic which recurs time and again, and that 



is the observation that the older type of historian — say in the eighteenth 
century — they ware very bad historians, say Voltaire and ao on, because they 
nsasured the past by the standard of the reasonableness of the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury,. Generally stated, if you are sure after the wise Locke and Newton, we 
have reached the pinnacle of wisdom, why should you be particularly interested 
in earlier — quote — "wisdom?" You couldn't. In other words, all this kind 
of historiography, which we may call progressivist historiography, makes it 
impossible to be seriously interested in the past® The only interest can be 
and that is of course the way in which many books are written — what did X 
in the fourteenth century contribute to our wisdcca? Well, that , s a matter of ,4, 
idle curiosity of no real importance, because the important point is our wisdom, 
and whoever contributed his mite deserves of course a monument somewhere, 

but that is really not a very serious quest ion* But the fantastic thing is this 
that this same attitude of the eighteenth century historians, for which they^are 
so much blamed by Oollingwood, is repeated by Collingwood himself* Oily Golxing 
wood does not measure older writers by the standard of sweet eighteenth century 
reasonableness, but by the standard of scientific history* The contempt for 
the past has remained unchanged* Writing a history of historiography, he does 
not use that single opportunity for reconsidering scientific history* f&ybe the 
fact that Thucydides was not a scientific historian was not an objection to 
Thucydides, but an objection to scientific history* Might be* You might even 
cay that the scientific historian has to learn something which is forgotten by 
scientific history. So in other words the progressivist historian, the one who 
is sure we are on the pinnacle of wisdom, doesn't have the incentive to a. real 
concern v:ith what older thinkers thought* 

Now let us, therefore, turn to the alternative, because the scientific 
historian is not merely progressivisticJ he has at least two other elements* 

The second is that which goes back to the historical movement of the early 
nineteenth century, and that was characterized by the opposite of progresaivism, 
namely, that was after the French Revolution, and a certain dissatisfaction, 
disappointment existed* And in this situation there arose a doubt of modernity 
as such* and a longing for the past as past, or maybe for a particular past, 
say the Middle Ages, but generally speaking for 3ome past* It was in this 
situation that the concern with the past as past emerged for the first time* 

The historical movement, in other words, meant a self-criticism of the modern 
mind* ie have forgotten something of the utmost importance* V/e have to go 
back and sit at the feet of older men and learn something from them* But this 
historical movement — that is only half of it* The other half is practically 
more important* The notion which these people had can be stated more precisely 
as follows* Of course this extreme historical movement came from the country 
of reaction, from Germany. That goes without saying* So you don't know it as 
well, but you know it a bit in Walter Scott and also in other figures of the 
Anglo-Saxon world* The precise notion is this* The past Is superior to the 
present in regard to culture, or to social life, or life in general, or to re¬ 
ligion in particular, but we nineteenth century men are superior as regards the 
understanding of culture, of social life, of religion, and whatever it may be* 
For it is precisely understanding, intellectual sophistication, reflectiveness 
which* has destroyed the naivete of creativity, of faith, and so on* So the 
crucial point is this. In spite of all admiration for the past, and longing 
for the past, there was a certainty of the superiority of modern thought * These 
wonderful heroes of arms or faith did not really know or understand what they 
were doing. V/a understand* So in other words in the decisive respect nothing 4 
was changed here* There was only a greater interest in and sympathy for the 
past, but there was no real willingness to learn with the mind. 

Now the third position, which is the most common one today perhaps. Is a 
median position between the progressivist and romantic views. The classio 
formulation of that median position was given by Ranks, one of the best-known 
and greatest historians of the nineteenth century* He said, "Every epoch is 




equally immediate to God*" Now what does he meant That is directed primarily 
against the belief in progress* There are not ages which are superior to ethers* 
Immediate — of course the term is taken from German constitutional law* People 
were either immediate to the Ekapire, meaning that the Snperor was directly their 
lord, or they were mediate, mediated by soma intermediate lord* So every epoch is 
immediate to God, no epoch is superior to any other* Squality of all epochs ~ 
new say equality of all cultures, and you are in the midst of present day American 
anthropology* You see how much Hancks has won* So hers the notion is* we do not 
understand other nations, other peoples, other cultures bettor than they under¬ 
stand themselves, but we necessarily understand them differently* It is im¬ 
possible and meaningless to try to understand them as they understand themselves* 
Yet that is a deceptive formula, because no other epoch or culture realized the 
equality of all epochs* No other culture realized the equality of all cultures* 
All ae.x'lier cultures, or other cultures, were parochial* Qu*s, as represented 
by our anthropology, is the only one which is nan-parochial* Therefore the in¬ 
sight into the equality of all ages or cultures raarkB a progress beyond all 
earlier thought* We are back again at the superiority of modem thought and 
the necessary implication that we can and must understand earlier thought better 
than it understood Itself* way 

So I would draw this conclusion. If it is in any meaningful to understand 
earlier thinkers exactly as they understood themselves one must develop within 
oneself a certain doubt of the superiority of modem thought* This doubt is ex ro 
eluded by the cccksureness regarding scientific history which we find in Colling- 
wood and related cocksurenesses in that field which Collingwood called ~ how did 
he call psychology? — a fraud* Yes, sure, or take any other thing* In other 
words in this respect Collingwood is, I believe, not superior to his enemies* 
Collingwood never saw a problem in scientific;history. So Collingwood is right 
then when he asserts against his opponents that history of philosophy or history 
of political philosophy cannot ba separated from philosophy or political philo¬ 
sophy, or that if philosophy is impossible, history of philosophy is impossible 
too* That may sound paradoxical, because is not astrology impossible, and yet 
we can have a history of astrology* 3 ut there is, I think, a difference, because 
astrology is a very partial thing, a very limited thing, however great claims it 
may have raised, but philosophy cannot be a partial thing* It determines nece¬ 
ssarily the Yfholo of our thought* It is comprehensive. History of philosophy 
rests on philosophic foundations and it must be animated by a philosophic im¬ 
pulse* 

If I may ctate, then, the issue between Collingwood and his opponents and 
between Collingwood and myself in a simple way, I would say as follows. The view 
attacked by Collingwood is that interpretation is something different from 
criticism and precedes it* But the interpreter, the historian, must be guided 
by the permanent questions* Collingwood says — sometimes — interpretation is 
identical with criticism from the point of view of the present time, but in 
other passages he says, just as his opponents do, and as common sense seems to 
require, interpretation precedes criticism, but interpretation must be guided 
by the author 9 s question. Otherwise it is not historical (tape break) 
Ultimately of course we must understand an author 8 s question in the light of 
something ^deeper than explicitly raised by him a We must understand his question 
in the light of the truly permanent questions. And that is of some importance 
as I will indicate very briefly now. Because not all authors, and not all 
great authors, begin with the fundamental and permanent questions* You only 
have to contract Hobbes with Plato and Aristotle* Hobbes really abandons the 
plane of the fundamental questions, whereas these fundamental questions come 
to sight much more directly in Plato and Aristotle. But this I will develop 
a little more fully later* Now let me turn to another stratum of the problem* 
There are certain hesitations in Collingwood ! s doctrine regarding historical 
understanding, and they are connected with the difficulty which he never brings 
out very clearly, but which he obviously felt* We have not yet sufficiently 


discussed the distinction between interpretation and criticism. Ia this distinction, 
as understood by common sense, adequate? I will try to explain this. You knew, 
common sense contradicts itself} that is the difficulty in this case. Common sens© 
says you have to first understand the article by Walter Lippxnann before you can 
judge'of it. Absolutely true. But conmon sense also tells us that every under¬ 
standing is understanding from a certain point of view. Shall I prove that to you 
in a comrconsensical way? It 1 ® very simple. An American writes a book an Australia, 
and a Japanese writes a bool: on Australia, ’dill not the books be greatly different 
because the American interprets Australia to Americans, and the Japanese interprets 
Australia — the same object — to Japanese? It seems to be obvious. Or another 
example * you all know, people eay every interpretation is addressed to specific 
people, and there cannot be, therefore, the true, or the definitive interpretation. 
Well, the proofs ordinarily given are* look at the variety of interpretations of 
the Bible/of Plato, of Shakespeare, of whatever you have — you know? But here 
this argument is not decisive in this impression because one can very well raise 
these questions2 did all the men who interpreted Shakespeare, or the particular 
plays or the particular scenes, really intend to bring out what Shakespeare de¬ 
liberately meant? I would eay very few interpreters ever had the intention. Are 
not these interpretations in most cases responses, which do not claim to be 
interpretations proper? Or maybe you can speak of creative transformations or 
creative interpretations, but they are simply not interpretations. Or taKO another 
common example — say the Civil ’Jar. Lincoln's policy looks different now xrom 
the way it looked fifty years ago, quite independently of the discovery of new 
source material, of course. But ageih that, of course, is very uninterest¬ 
ing because wo ell know the distinction between hindsight end fair 
judgment. The unintended, unforeseen censeauences of Lincoln's 
Policy ere not Lincoln's ooliev obviously* Lincoln's nolicy does not 
change after his death. To that extent, it is finished. And in 
nr in dole there is no impossibility to understand that nolicy as 
Lincoln had understood it. It may be accidentally imoossible 
because the most important information may have been destroyed; we 
don't know. But in principle why should this not be. That this * 

nolicy appears in a different light in different generations because tfr 
the unintended consequences of Lincoln's oolicy. It may change and 
change. That has nothing to do with Lincoln's nolicy itself. 

But let us turn to the more illuminating exsmnle of the American 
writing f book on Australia and the Japanese writing a book on 
Australia* The first interprets Australia to Americans; the Japanese 
interprets Australia to Japanese. The eraohasea will be strikingly 
different^meaning—for example the American would not write very much 
about those things in Australia which he knows from home. He will 
say, well in many ways he will stress those whidi differ from 
Aaasriea. ’The Japanese x-d.ll stress those which differ from Japan 0 
Th© picture will be obviously quite different. How this is oerfectly 
all right and inevitable. I merely remind you of what I said at the 
beginning of this course of the difference between nr ©-scientific 
or pre-phiioroohic knowledge and philosophic or scientific knowledge. 
The center of reference is in sudi cases absolutely legitimately the 
here and now© The American citizen informing his fellow citizens 
takes America^ end especlall?/ the America in 195^ 

as the center of reference,, Just as the Japanese takes Jaoan 195^. 

But the question arises only when the claim is raised: we want to do 
more than just give exciting and relevant information to our fellow 
citizens now. In other words, the difficulty comes in only when the 
claim is raised that this is scientific or philosophic. I would 
raise this question: since when do Japanese write books on foreign 
countries? Is there something like Herodotus* travels in Japan? I 
do not know the answer, but I am only trying to raise a question. 



l-iliat I mem is this: is there not jsoaieMthg very specific irelied 
in this hind of curiosity? It is not t natter of course that 
oeo-ile travel to other countries rnd renort about these countries. - 
Phero is a problem in that which we cannot fcrke for crinted. And 
I raise these further questions: does this specific thing imnliad 
in curiosity of this kind not i nly a nemment frame of reference 
different from the here and now, meaning not relative to the .Greeks 
or whoever it iay be in particular? Does it not irmly such a 
reference at least as a oroble-i or an obligation? Allow mo to 
develo) this. Is it really essentially necessary,_as distinguished 
from merely convenient, in understanding other societies, other 
countries, to take your own country or your own society as v our 
frame of reference? Is it really necessary? I look back for one 
moment at good, old Herodotus, the oldest traveler of this kind and 
anthrooologist. How when you read him you see there are certain 
ouestions which he always raises, a very limited number of questions. 
He can be said to le interested in the nature of the neo-ole whom he 
id tho re ture of their country, in their arts and crafts, 
s and customs, and their beliefs. How what is the 
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tion was: why lo we live 
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here 


le what we now cr 11 mythical| they may be hirtorical; that does 
not alter their fundamental function—that they give an account of 
the way which people live* I fail bo see how such a scheme can 
ever become antiquated, cm ever fail to be relevant* Of course 
one cannot leave it at that* I was told by a student of Chinese 
that the Chinese began to write hooks on foreign nations, on 
barbarians rs they called them, only fairly late, in the eleventh 
or twelfth century, at ' time when there was already contact with 
Arabian merchants and the Arabians had a kind of description of 
all nations ultimately due to the Greek tradition* ho;; vjhct did 
these Chinese travelers, what were they chiefly and primarily 
concerned with? how do the neoole whom they visited approach their 
^r-ince? what are the ceremonies on such occasions? It seems bo be 
a very 


trrnge question, but I think rightly understood it is a 


question, 
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:st? But more generrlly, how do 


very helpful 

what do these people look up? 
or the r.iost venerable or the 

t'^ey answer the question of whrt is good? Ulti:iately only such an 
interpretation c: n he studied factually as is guided by these 
questions* meaning by the questions which actually motivate the 
peoples in question because they motivate all men* Tho variet?/* 
of historical perspectives has ultimately to be taken hack into 
the common perspective of all nen with the uhderstan&Ing that this ‘ 
common perspective is not one of which we are immediately aware, 
of which we are aware without taking some trouble and very great 
trouble* In other words, scientific or philosophic interpretations 
can ultimately only he such an interpretation as is an interpretstion 
flora the point of view of the philosophers, that is to say of a man 
who has recovered for himself the fundamental or the permanent 
question, but as an obligation* That I think is - imposed on ell 
01 us if we have any inkling of the ide. ; of science* The convenience 
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of describin^^^OTexTpv country or thief fcbatoirt ; of_ t an old book to ^ our 
coateir-ororioa in the lan^ua^c that they can understand is undeniable, 
but that is not yst sufficient. ~'e auct £0 deeper than that. 

I'he second difficulty nhich I ./ould liter to uontion at least is this: 
tjbcn via try to understand a creat thinker or any thinker for that clatter, 
not a «rrent thinker, the problem is very rarely, if ever , his reasonin'; 
prorer. That is very, very rare. And I don't knou offhand a siucle 
ex a -nle. That coeo too far. I know very few examples. That a c;roat 
thinker would, for example, contr diet hisaself without boiac; aware of it. 

I know quite a Ten writers, for example Plato, who co very fro ,uo*iuly 
con r"diet themself by being aware of it* That has co:up thx^avlz+i tAxs 
■oeda-.or'ic interuot* But a man -'ho does not have such pedagogic xntentxonc 
l..ic a ;;rcat thinker, does not contradict himcolf co frequently c some 
historians think. So theycould very well ar_,ue clearly and* * .and not^ 

: i: l:o \±l t-fcec of this kind. The problem Ac not the problem, of reasoning 
? n ke the example of Hobbes* Hobbes in hie v; orhs lays uovin 

the axioms lie develops hie political pnilosopny 
ro' or within a certain doctrine of the rights and duties of nan and of 
the • T-'Tor or, f ;anis a tion of civil socioties, i.ow here arc tu© ax£0me.«. 
loading to the full-fled;:ed Leviathan of llobbes*...I tilin’: the arjuueat 
y u cb: OkUtoX./ flawless. His only trouble is here. •••The probica: is never 
in the reasoning and conclusion* The problem is always in the premises© 
How how can we ctato the proble:i of the promises? These premises were 
evident to Hobbes. They are not evident to anyone today* I!ow if I 
establish this fact—well, notice that—that these ; remises of Hobbes 
are not evident, X criticize him of course. In facts, I have already 
refuted him because the ’whole Leviathan is what it means to be only 
if the premises arc sound. Because everything else followa from them. 

Is not in this case the interpretation absolutely identical with the 
criticism? You see a chain of reasoning th.-.t is obvious cannot possibly 
be understood without being criticized* Is it not obvious that you cannot 
understand... tl:r t you cannot understand it without 
correct or not correct? Vi hat about the premises? 
regrrdin;: the premises simply this, the others cap 

I say that for the life of r.yself I ern’t seo that they are evident. 

Does not the whole tiling break down in its cl im to bo the rational, 
demonstrated truth? One cannot possibly understand the premises as 
premises without the raising the question whether they aro evident or 
necessary. Yet one can make this objection which does not dispose of 
this part of the argument but simply leading into a different stratum* 

Are the premises really, what I call a priori premises, the basic 
presup* ositions? Let me read to you the passage from Hobbes’ on the 
citizen and the...."When I had turned my reflections to the inquiry 
about natural justice, I was admonished by the very definition of 
justice by which a constant r/ill to give everyone his right ic me"at, 
that one would have to ask first hew it comes that someone can call 
one thing his rather than that of someone else* 11 (I’m sorry that 
didn’t cone out in my transl fcion.) The definition of justice is a 
constant will to give everyone his, what belongs to him, his right* 

And therefore we have to raise first the question how does it come 
that anyone has something which he can call his* Since it was 
obvious that this distinction did not come from nature but from the 
agreement of men for what nature threw out into the midst was . 
afterwards distributed by men, I was driven from here to the further 
question? namely, for what purpose and compelled by what necessity since 
everything belonged to all, men wished rnthor that each one should have 
whnt is his own. And so on* And after these cuestions he reaches the 


seeing whether it is 
Is the question 
they arc evident and 




result these two axioms to which X referred and which are not interesting* 

for- oar present purpose 3 

So. in other words, the premises of Hobbes, to take this example, 
have been arrived at through raising a question* ITow what kind of 
question is that? Hobbes knows what justice is® Justice means the 
constant will to give everyone whit belongs to him, what ia his due* 

And furthermore he knows there cannot be mine and thine by nature, 
therefore it must have been. . * * 

And then the question arises, since the human. wil.. is always guided by 
come good or apparent good, what good or apparent good did men have in 
. iind when establishing the distinction between mine and thine* And then 
we reach the axioms. But all problems are here in this first cense* 

What comes later is relatively uninteresting. Is this question remarkably 
narrow* Or even quite superficially stated: Hobbes knov7S for juGtice, 
because every textbook cays this. Are there not, for example, things 
which are—is it true thrt ell nine and thine has been established by 
law, by human agreement? Does not everyone of uo have his ears, has 
tils property, independently of any conventions and his life and some other 
tilings too perhaps. In other words, in this very question which Hobbes 
formulates there is implied that justice has to do only with property 
relations, in the narrowest sense. And that, of course, has very bad 
conso.'fences. One can see the narrowness of Hobbes* argument immediately 
when you .compare it with the argument in Plato 3 c Hepublic because this 
traditional definition, which of course is not a meaningless definition, 
but which is crude definition, how narrow it is you can see whan you only 
read the first pages of Plato*s Republic , because the definition given 
r.t the beginning of Plato's Republic , in the First Book, is exactly this: 
what does old Cerhalus say when he says*..justice consists ia paying 
one E s debts. I mean he gives only a special example, but what he means 
is of course to give to everyone what is due to him, wh- t belongs to him. 
And the difficulty with a madman arises immediately, you know. If the 
thing which you have borrov/ed was a sword or maybe heroin and the 
fellow has become an addict in the meantime, must you give it back to 
him. And so on and so on. And then we see we have to go back into 
a much deeper stratum where we have to consider, for example, the 
relation of justice to human kindness. Justice is meant to be a form 
of doing good to other human beings. Some still further questions 
which are developed if e want to claim that we have a notion of the 
breadth and complexity of the problem of justice. 

Heedless to nay th t Hobbes 9 question from the very beginning 
excludes already, prior to any investig tion, such possibilities as 
fair wages or f• ir prices as would appear among his reflections. Ah*t 
I want to show by these very sketchy remarks about the meaning of 
Hobbes' argument is this and comet 1 ing which applies in all such cases: 
we try to understand in order historically, in the sense in which 
Collingv;ood also means it sometimes, moaning we try to understand his 
question, his problem, and then to esc how ho solved it* V ry well. 

But v:e see in this case we can't leave it at that. He have to examine 
this que tion itself, . 7 e have to criticise it. VJe Have to appeal from 

the explidit question of the author to semetiling higher which is not 
necessarily supplied by the author* The question arises what is the 
standard of that criticism because that is what is now implied when 
criticising Hobbes 1 question* ‘Jell, n tremendous claim is implied in 
that and th*t is that we j * somehow understand the permanent questions 
adequately. How e n we serio isl claim to possess such an adequate 
understanding. Can we clai to possess an adequate understanding of 
-Mi's fundetent. 1 situation in ‘which these permanent questions are rooted? 
..ill, therefore, not every interpretation be incomplete and therefore 
u subjective? 11 In other words, will the historical truth not be as 
elusive as the philosophical truth? And we certainly must face this 
difference* I can give, in this connection, only the following very 



inadequate answer: perhaps we must distingiixi^S betwfy&n an adequate 
understanding of the permanent questions which we Will probably be 
prudent enough not to claim and a primary* yet indispensable understanding 
of these permanent questions* I wonder can we go back behind the fact 
that we live in the world together with other human beings f 'that we know 
or divine somehow that tber is a right way and' a wrong way of behaving 
tow rd our follows—I think that is what we mean primarily by justice— 
th t without this awareness of a common world and other human behgs 
ith whom v/e are somehow united in society and some awareness of right 
and wrong—that without this awqronees common to all men and permanent— 
no thought and no speech is possible® And that out of this awareness 
ohlknov/ledge of ignorance* all philosophy, all questioning of any kind* 
scientific or non-scientific, arises* Ue would understand a doctrine 
truly only to the extent to which wo understand that doctrine in the light 
of the rimary, indispensable understanding of tho human situation* 

I could illustrate this difficulty by one example, and that is for 
me the most instructive example• And that is the first chapter of 
Genesis* Here you have a very amazing document from every point of view* 
Vie would say the Creation of the world is described here® And 1 use 
myself the term world—in speaking of the fundamental situatioh of man* 

How tho interesting thing of course is that it is never c lied Creation 
of the world in the Bible* The Hebrew word for v/hich is today used in 
the sense of world never meant world in the Bible* It is called there 
heaven and earth* And that is very important because 

we speak of r- unity which contins a problem* How do we know there is 
such a unity? The problem* The Bible does not make that assumption* 

But there is more to that* V/ken you look at the created things in the 
sixth dr.y of creation, there is not a single created thing which vve 
would now call mythical* A 1 the things which wore created are things 
hich wo all can point to—sun,***,earth, men, and so on* There is only 
one- 60 ' ing objection: light at the first stage is obvio :sl„ not 
symbolic of the sun — tho sun v/rts there on the fourth day* But that does 
not necessarily mean there is anyii ing mythical of theoretical* Shore is, 
nft j • 'll, perhaps light, tho world* ,*things accessible to all of us 
which is not the light of ih u sun® Question*«•*But there is at least 
one phenomenon—lightening and I think that one would have to consider 
that* V.h r. I re i driving at is that the men who wrote this story 
obviously saw what vve see fundamentally as we see it—we live somehow 
within something, end this within something, which v;e now call tho world . 
and which we call heaven and earth, we articulate, we divide it into 
parts hich are perfectly intelligible, so much so that even the greatest 
mystery which these stories seem to have—that plants are said to be 
created prior to the sun*••—becomes immediately intelligible once you 
are not cul and try to consider other alternatives, and if you 

consider the facts, the undeniable f* 4 Cts, that the plaite belong to the 
earth and they can very well be viewdd as a cover of the earth, 
inseparable from the earth* How, when you understand, put the emphasis 
on the fact that the plants, all kinds of plans and trees of course, aro 
fixed and*do not have this very great privilege of loconotion—there is 
sun, noon, and stars according to tho primary notion of thought that have 
this great privilege—plants legitimately precede sun, noon, and stars* 

So what 1*1.1 driving ~t is this: we have here, wo are accustomed to the 
views that the plants are higher than sun, noon, and start, because we 
have seen sun, moon, and stare, are inanimate; whereas plants are 
animate* But that presupposes long questions* I mean that sun, noon, 
and- stars rre not animate is by no means self-evident; some very groat 
non have thought they are animate* Did you not know this primarily is 
already r>n answer to a long question. But precisely this kind of 
reasoning, it seems to ne, shows that we can disinter the primary 



where no questions are yet answered, but there is only this awareness without 
which no question of any kind can be answered—without the awareness of the 
evident earth and men and sun and brutes and, of course, it means also that 
there are many men and there are all kinds of relations of human beings®». 
without that no question can possibly begin® But to understand that stratum 
beyond the mere enumeration of these things which I mention—that is 
indeed a very difficult task® But we all can have a general awareness, at 
least an elerrantary thing, beyond which we cannot go back, whereas we can 
go back behind everything else we believe to know# If we take this..*to 
that extent aid we able to understand also other human beings, other societies, 
all of us o So I don* t say this historical understanding is veiy easy, very 
far from that® But I say only that it is not intrinsically impossible for 
these reasons, that is at least as far as I can say up to new, the best answer 
I can give. 

Hair I will leave it at this remark and turn next time to a more, somewhat 
broader consideration of the problem of historic ism. &nd I will base this 
on an analysis of some work of Nietzsche because Nietzsche has seen a problem 
which Coliingwcod has not seen. I conclude with this remarkx Collingwood 
comes into hopeless difficulties which I tried to show and they can be stated 
in historical tenns as follows: the nos it ion of Collingwood is a kind of 
half-hearted Hegelianism. He does no longer have the courage of Hegel to 
say, *1 knar the final truth.® It®s a half-berrted Hegelianism and Hegelianism 
has given up the view that the end of history, the fullness of tune has 
cons, history is unfinishable, but he has not faced the problem imolied in this 
seemingly unproblematic belief that we live in the stream of history and cannot, 
in any way, get out of it and look at it from the outside. The men who faced 
this—the earliest men who faced this problem and I think very few people haw 
ever faced it as honestly and radically as he—that was Nietzsche. That is 
the reason I want to take him up in the rest of this course. 
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* 00 and criticism mean* to find out whether what Plato meant is true 0 New 
this vulgar historicism is impossible for this reason* the fp?eat thinkers 
disclosed their thought only through sympathetic understanding, as one says* 

But what does sympathetic understanding mean? Sympathetic understa n di ng is that 
which takes the questions of the great thinkers seriously, which tries to relive 
their thought, and that means to think it, and that is to Judge of it 0 The 
second position which has to be distinguished from Collingwood r s one, is the one 
which ha constantly attacks, and he calls that realism, which is, as I said befox'e^ 
a decayed version of tte pre-modem traditional view* Here also a separation is 
made of philosophy and history of philosophy and it is said that all philosophers 
answer tbs sense questions* But these questions are identified with those with 
which contemporary philosophy is concerned a And a^inst this Collin gwood rightly 
stresses the manifest difference between the querations raised by earlier philosophies® 
In other wards, these realists dogmatically deny the possibility of radical change 
regarding the questions* Now Collingwood cuts a knot by declaring that there are 
no permanent questions whatever which is a very problematic assertion but to begin 
with a genuine liberation from this scholasticism, in the bad sense of the word, 
of these realists er minute philosophers as he i tails tham 0 

Now to turn to historical political philosophy as Collingwood understands it* 
Each epoch raises the fundamental questions in its own way and it must raise them 
in its own T/ay c These questions are always cornscted with earlier forms of these 
questions, but different from them® We need t) nr of ore historical studies in 
order to understand our own questions* Clarif ication of our own questions is 
historical clarification* Philosophy and history of philosophy are, therefore, 
inseparable, undistinguishable* Self-knowledge is history, intelligent history, 
of course* And this, according to Collingwooc, is a new insight® When earlier 
men spoke of self-knowledge they did not drosT: of historical self-knowledge* 

Because we are now compelled to engage in historical studies in order to understand 
ourselfwe are able to conduct historical s*‘-idies in an adequate manner* We are 
the first epoch, generation, who are capable of historical understanding* So, 
in other words, to repeat, we are the first ;o comply, to engage in historical 
studies and we are the first capable of do in-, thato But what does last ori cal 
understanding mean? And I limit myself to t/ .e only aspect of the question which is 
immediately important to us hero—what dees dsfcorical understanding mean in the 
case of the history of theory proper? 

In the fiiist place, historical understanding means to understand thought as 
historically relative, meaning, for example , lunderstand Hobbes* Lev iatha n histori¬ 
cally, if I understand it as a document of seventeenth century aBsolutian in its 
English fora* But Hobbes himself regarded his political philosophy as the true 
political philosophy and cot as an expression of seventeenth century England* 

There is then a disproportion between t-iit kind of historical understanding and 
the way in which the great thinkers understood themselves or between their self— 
interpretation, as we might say* Yet what is primarily given to us v/hen we study, 
say Hobbes, is of course, Hobbes f self-ir 1 erpretation* And we can only ascend 
from the Leviathan to this kind of historical interpretation* Historical under¬ 
standing in this sense is necessarily jx?e needed by understanding Hobbes as he 
understood his thought* I think that Is very trivial t . although we constantly 
sin against this principle* For example*, take a psychoanalytical or sociological 
interpretation of political philosophy* Before you can give a psychoanalytical 
or sociological or what not interpretation of thought you must first have under¬ 
stood that thought as it presents itself, I believe when they took these people 
out of thear cultures they also listened to what they said* c ©regarded only as 
neurotic* So in this sense we must fir/it listen to Hobbes, what he says, and 
then if it is wholly unintelligible in itself, we may raise the question maybe 



his father punished him too much or too little, I don ! t knowv we gave seme 
examples of that in other placeso £rom every point of view, the first thing to 
do if we want to understand thought of human beings is to listen to what these 
people say 0 &nd therefore there appears to be a more simple and more primary 
meaning of histoz j ieal understanding—^and that means to understand the bhou£dit ox 
the past as it understood itself© Or to give the example of Hobbes again* to 
understand the thought of Hobbes as Hobbes understood it« Now this implies*** 
that is a very old fashioned way of looking at this, but I think absolutely 
indispensable if we want to talirgBout figments of our imagination, but about 
things which are all there© Now this means historical understanding and I 
think, I suggest that this is really the primary meaning* Then that is one con¬ 
sequence which is today deplored, but which X regprd as absolutely necessary 0 
For there can be only one true interpretation, only one true interpretation, 
because.^ assuming that Hobbes as a coherent thinker and not schizophrenic, he 
will have load one interpretation of his thought,which is perfectly compatible with 
the fact, of course, that he may have changed his mind from his first book to 
his second book, all right* But then ?re have two separate interpretations and we 
h/r/e to see how the#fit© But in principle there is only one true interpretation© 

Now of course people say that is impossible as is shown by the fact of variety of 
interpretations—Shakespeare, Bible, Plato, the infinite number of interpretations 
but this fact does not prove that all 
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or more than one interpretation are equally legitimate of course. If the thought in 
question is infinitely significant and meant to be infinitely significant, that is 
another matter. But that one could not say of human thought, but only Oj. davone 
thought. In the case of human thought, there can only be a finiteness or variety of 
mannings and these variety of meanings would then form part of one whole mxch tne 
author had in mind. In other words, I neon there are books with deliberate arbi- 
Fuitics, of course, but the deliberate ambituities form part of the conscious pla*j 
one such idea. As for the factual variety of interpretations, one has to raise this 
question: did the majority of interpretations even intend to understand the authors 
as thov understood t omselves? Did ticy not rather try to appropriate, to incorporate 
the -thought af toe older thinkers or to respond to it rather than to understand it as 
hr* meant it* How I believe most interpretations do not have tills character of being 
coiwemed—what did Shakespeare moan by Macbeth as distinguished from how does the 
knocking at the gates appear to me* which is an entirely different principle o Nor 
there is this difficulty which I wool briefly like to mention: sane people wouli 
say* well- is not interpretation in this severe sense* does it not amount to a simple 
repetition• what the great thinkers themselves said and said better than any inter* 
prater can say? To which I would answer: nol for the following reasons: In the first 
olace* precisely anong the greatest books, we find great difficulty* great obscurities* 
Take just one or two example s out of an infinite number* I don’t know Mother any 
one of you has over looked at Spinoza’s ethics* That book looks like Euclid. It 
begins with definitions and axioms and so on* These definitions are absolutely 
unintelligible* I moan you can understand the verbal meaning of them, but you don’t 
know why Spinoza arbitrarily laid down ’these definitions® Ccmple te problem® Ho ors 
who ever takes his book up for the first and for the second and maybe for the third 
and fourth time will be able to make head and tail of it® Very long and extensive 
studies are necessary to understand that® 

Or take, in the case of Hobbes* for example, Hobbes is absolutely ambiguous as 
regards one very important pointo Is his political teaching dependent on or 
independent of natural science as he understood natural science? lie is absolutely 
ambiguous about it® He says contradictory -things® that me has to say is that 
Hobbes was hesitant regarding this important subject® New the interpreter is not alloed 
narcly to reproduce Hobbes* hesitation® He must try to underst and that hesitation -which 
is not simply repeat what Hobbes says® 

A second point which I would like to mention is this: that every philosopher or 
every thinker who ever wrote has in mind primarily* or is opposing primarily, the 
views prevalent in his time© That cannot be helped® And connected with this is that 
he uses more or less the language canmon to his time, the terminology for example® 

How after sane generations, more after seme centuries, this is no longer intelligible ® 
The issues, they are no longer the same; the terminology has changed. The state of 
discussion lias changed® It is necessary to the inierpreter«-the interpreter has to 
act as a bridge* as it were® 

And the third point which I would like to mention and last, is one which I 
can here only indicate® I have discussed it at some length in last quarter’s 
seminar, and that is an author may very well, for a variety of reasons, conceal the 
full • impact of his teachings. And of course the problem of interpretation is one 
which has to be solved by every reader and also by interpreter and is not done by 
merely reading the texto But to come back to the main point. 

Historical understanding proper, I would say, and Colllngwood also says so 
sometimes, historical understanding proper means to understand the thought of the past 
exactly as the thinkers of the past understood it themselves. New Coilingwood is 
very inadequate as regards this point® Not only in his anbituity as to the meaning 
of historical understanding, but especially as to what he does as a historian of 
thought* I mention the fact that I could not prove in this class, that in his history 
of historiography, which is a part of the history of thought, he is amazingly and 
shockingly defective* I do not regard this as an accident| I think it is a necessary 


consequence of the following fact: He presupposes the superiority of modern thought 
and therefore ha cannot have a real concern with the thought of the past as the past 
itself understood it® And this belief in the fundamental superiority of modern thought 
is necessarily implied in the sc-caLled historic is t insight© So X would say his toric ism 
is self -defeating in that very realm in which it claims to have brought about a 
fundamental progress of thought! namely* in the understanding of the past© Tat this 
does not exhaust the difficulty© I have said that when we speak of understanding 
the thought of the past as it understood itself, we make use of that common sense 
distinction between understanding or interpretation on the one hand, and criticism on 
the other* To understand a philosopher is one thing, to judge of the truth of his 
philosophy is another- Is this distinction tenable? That was an Important motivation 
of Collingwoodc 

How let us see a few points here© First, of course, in every historical stuc*y 
there canes the selection of the theme* Aid this is always the interpreters own 
initiative or the initiative of his adviser or professor, but this is certainly a 
present day choice© Our problem determines the choice, not the problem which was 
motivating the other© To take an example from political history that is more 
obvious: if someone studies Lincoln’s policy the interest motivating the historian 
is obviously not Lincoln’s own interest* obviously not© 7 fell, but to begin with 
you can also say# if you make a study say of Hobbes, the interest motivating us in 
studying Hobbes is not the same as that which motivated Hobbes himself© That is 
quite true© let, that is necessarily true© But this does not do away with the 
following fact© In the moment you hemrnado your choice and" you bee coo interacted-** 
whether it is Lincoln’s policy or Machiavelli 9 s political theory or whatever you 
take <*~af ter you have made your choice your primary task is what question or what 
problem motivated the historical actor or writer© In other words, from the moment 
you have made your choice you must stbordim te rigorously your question to the 
ouestion of the historical actor or writer© 

Wow'the second point stressed vsry much by Collingwood, that to understand 
a thought means to examine it and therewith to criticise it®®to criticize does not 
necessarily mean, of course, to reject© It may also mean to assent© Let us take 
the example of Hobbes again© Hobbes raises a certain question and he gives an 
answer to that© To understand this whole com] lex, Hobbes’ question is aiswered, means 
to inquire whether Hobbes selves his problemu It does not merely mean to take 
cognizance of the individual steps of this argument, but you understand the question-- 
Hobbes 5 cuestion^and then you look at his solution and see did he solve it or did 
he not solve it© That is the same as interpretation of Hobbes© But I would say 
precisely because it is so, it does make sense to distinguish between understanding 
and criticism because as long as we remain within the rrnge of Hobbes’ own question 
and study his answer in the light of his question, we are merely interpreters© 

Of course you must use your head in thato But we are not strictly speaking critics© 

Wg do not raise the question in this stage: is Hobbes’ question adequate© As 
long as we do not raise thns question we are still justified in saying wa are in~ 
ierpretirv, and not yet criticizing© But of course this distinction can only be 
provisional© r te stop at the point where the real issue begins© Because that is a 
relatively secondary question© Bid tho thinker solve his problem? The more 
important question is: what about the problem itself? But still tho work up to 
this po int, where tho question of the adequacy of his i.roblem is not yet raised, 
is the one necessarily primary and has its nonarbitrary limitation; namely, what the 
author himself understood of his thought© Ihis, and this alone, is the dimension 
of what one could call historical objectivity© In this ifhole work the ultimate 
criterion of truth and untruth is reference to texts did he say that, <r did he 
not say thato But we have to go beyond this stage© *fe have to examine the author’s 
question© He have to criticize that question© And here the real difficulty begins© 



what is our standard far judging, far example, of the problem raised by Aristotle, 
on the one hand, and Hobbes on the other? Collingwood answers: our standard is 
our problem~»for there are no ps rraanent problemse Mow if this is so there is no 
possibility of historical objectivity beyond this very limited range where we 
remain within'the context of Idle author’s question and his answer. _ 

Ins torsr of political philosophy as an objective* scientific study is possible 
only if there are permanent problem^ which means* in other words, that the conditions 
of an objective history of political philosophy are the conditions of political 
philosophy itself; namely, the permanence of the questions. Historical objectivity 
presupposes that there are permanent problems or in other words that there exists 
an horizon which is not affected by historical change; an horizon coeval with man s 
being confronted always by the same fundamental riddles. 

Now the nori“arbitrary standard for judging of the questions raised by an author 
can only be the permanent questions. Collingwocd says the Questions are proceeds 
by absolute presuppositions. And we have seen in criticising his visw-~-he says 
of course the absolute presuppositions change fran epoch to epoch* cannot be the .rue 
absolute presuppositions—but in analyzing his thought we have seen that there * s 
necessarily the* problem of the true absolute presupposition as a permanent problem. 

But do we possess adequate knowledge, adequate understanding of the permanent problems 
Can we presuppose this? But there is seme thing else which we may call not an 
adequate understanding of the permanent problems but a primary and indispensable 
understanding of the permanent problems, that understanding which is necessarily 
implied in man 8 s wondering about the whole and about the wholeness of his life. ^ 

That alone I think is a raansgeabh or practical standard of historical analysis which 
goes bevond the acceptance of the problems as stated by the authors thaaselveso 
Now this was essentially what 1 said st time and we must now see whether 
and how far wo can understand each other and agree with each other or not. So 

who wants to have the floor? ^ # 

co.Would you say some more about the statement that historical objectivity 

assumes the permanence of problems? (Question) 

In order to avoid all ambiguity I must remind you of a distinction which I 
made: there is one kind of historical inquiry which for all practical purposes 
the most frequent and the most important in which this difficulty I think does not 
arise; and that is as long as we remain within the horizon of the problems raised 
by author®®**!*or example take Hobbes* question as he raises it in the derive and 
elsewhere. Now if I take this question and do not go beyond it and see haw he solves 
the problem of politics as formulated there, I don’t see how any’ fundamental difficulty 
arises® It f s only a matter of careful and conscientious reading® There may be 
some complications« But the difficulties that come in here do nob offer a fundamental 
■oroblem® The fundamental problem arises when I raise the question what about the 
problem of ifebbes itself. Is it right or wise or adequate to formulate the 

problem of political philosophy in the way in which Hobbes did it? That is more 

interesting and the fundamental question® Now in the moment I raise this question, 
there are two Alternatives: either there are no permanent problems, well.. *hat 
then is ray standard of judging of Hobbes 8 problem? Ky standard necessarily differs 
from that of other generations or other men, doesn’t it? You cannot speak c£ an 
objectivity there® i&eept in this very dubious sense there is a kind of objectivity 
maybe of a given generation® But even that doesn’t work because the generation 
is never united, of course® But therefore if the raising of these fundamental 
questions regarding the adequacy of the problems as stated themselves, cannot be 
objective in any sense, if there are not permanent problems with a view to which 
we look at Hobbes c|id he really take in that question or did he not arbitrarily 

delimit in this (context?) But I did not wish to minimize the difficulty of 

his permanent problems® They are not to be found in any filing cabinet where we 
just put a nickel in and get these questions out® 

(Question) oo. l? Iou said that of necessity your questions cannnt be the same 

as those of previous generations® Now, I wonder whether© ®«—then you are not a 



hisioricisto” , , • 

coc If the permanent problems were permanently know to all men of normal intelli¬ 
gence, no problem of his tory would ever have been raisedo So that must really be 
something which justifies the contention that men of normal intelligence in 
different generations, or different cultures have a primary understanding which 
differs o That is by tbs way nothing new* For example, Jacon xho antidates this 
historical consciousness by two centuries—what he calls Idols of the ma&ceb place, if 
I remember well, prejudices of the market place* They differ from country to country 
and frcm age to age* When Flato speaks of tho cave—which is the Platonic 
expression of the world of pro judice—Fla to speaks of the cave in the singular 
because he is sure that these cavos, the prejudices of society, have a certain 
fimdamontal character in cannon* And he is concerned with their fundamental 
character But when you study that a bit more carefully you see that it is essen* 
tial to the cave, to the world of prejudice, always to be different in*•••Just 
consider the prejudices with which political theorists started or had to contend 
with thirty years ago in this country, sixty years ago, hundred years ago**.*But 
if there were net this massive variety, the problem of history could never have been 
raised* Ihere is something of this kind* The question is what is tho relevance of 
that c Is this decisive? Are we bound one hundred per cent to thess prejudices of 
our age and society, as historicists would say, or are we not? But that there are 
such prejudices which are very powerful and which were •••and an effort is needed to 
liberate the mind fraa them©*** 

oooln the modern era there has been an amazingly fast change almost from 
generation to generation in the dominating view and this change has increased in 
speed in the last hundred years still mors and I think it still increasing* You would 
admit this difficulty is true of modern man*•••You might say, and that is a very 
good joint, you might say that this is an interesting or relevant proposition (the 
historicist proposition) only for the modern period*o••Then it is of seme practical 
iraportancoo 

oooln other wcrds the truth is unchangeable and error is infinitely changeable» 

That is what you say* 

oocYou would say this: the broad principles, the fundamental principles are 
unchangeably; the circumstances are infinitely changeable and therefore the conclusions, 
the remote conclusions from the principle s, they will vary almost constantly and that 
is of no fundamental importance because the principles are***©But it does not com¬ 
pletely dispose of these difficulties because you presuppose fundamentally one 
thing: that the political truth, in its fundamental character, i& known, which means 
that the fundamental qi estions are properly formulated and known to us in their 
proper foemulation and even the answers to them* But that is today exposed to an 
enormous doubt, as you know* And a long argument is needed to establish that© 

Let me take an example from outside of political philosophy* I mention the 
example of Genesis last time* Vfe would regard such a concept of world as an 
inevitable concept for our orientation and since the days of the Greeks, cosmos**o 
cosmology* oois taken far granted® Is it absolutely irrelevant that in the Old 
Testament there is no word for world? Now the phenomenon which we call the 
world is, of course, known (there,) but that is not called the world but in a 
complicated (way?) heaven and earth and what is between them—do we not learn something 
important .from that, that a very special step has to be taken to see this—what we 
call the visible whole-heaven and earth and what is between them as a whole in 
that way, in a more radical way*®**There is a problem thereo And that is, I think, the 
most important use of historical studies that it helps us to see which assumptions 
presup ose already seme great steps of thought* Whereas for example, the assumption 
that there is heaven and earth, I would regard as unproblematical® We can’t go 
behind it without becoming confronted with artificial and irrelevant problems* But 
if I raise this questions with what right do I assume unity I think I do not raise 
an illegitimate question®©** 


o o ©Now we of course are the heirs to the Greek tradition in “which I think 
all the fundamental problems were identified in a specific way© Siat m£kes very 
much sense to us and I am inclined to embrace this fully, but I must also admit 
that there is a problem there and we must face that problem© That seams tome 
the only positive merit which this kind of historical reflection has5 that it makes 
us aware of the problem inherent in our fundamental concept* We cannot simply 
accept them unexaninedo 

® 00 If one does not have a feeling that one has to learn seme thing from the 
thinkers of the past, one simply will not have the incentive for reading 
them very carefully* (Commenton Collingwood*s specific studios in the 
history of ideas*) 

All absolute prosuppositions, these varying absolute presuppositions are 
projected by the human mindo One crucial constant (for Collingwood) which does 
not change $ namely the protective capacity of the human mind and that becomes 
his absolute* But there****£ollingwood*.©would, for exan^le, say 'this: there 
is no notion of world in the Old Testament and there is one in Greece and therefore 
after Greece everywhere in the heirs of the Greeks* That shows the absence of®** 

(the basic awareness)* I think it is by no means conclusive because it simply 
shows that world does not belong yet to the basic stratum*©•* 

oooOur ignorance is never absent of opinion or mere tabula rasa * Our 
ignorance means that we take certain things for granted without knowing that 
they cannot ba taken for granted* And self-examination would merely mean to go 
behind these things which we take for granted and which* o*not have to be taken 
for granted* 

o**The variety of philosophic opinions ***ncw where does history in the more 
precise sense come in***©This strange fact*•*that at a certain moment a kind of 
Philosophy emerged which was consciously a second«storey philosophy, which meant that 
it presupposed the existence of philce ophy and the disappointment from philosophy5 
and said now we have learned something from this experiment of centuries that 
philosophy as originally intended does not daliver the goods* therefore we must 
revolutionise philosophy radically on the basis of this alleged experience* 

This type cf philosophy is necessarily second-storey, also temporal and that 
happened exactly in the sixteenth century* One can develop this much more 
precisely than I do it now, but do you get the general idea? In other words, 
Ilachiavelli, Descartes, Hobbes, and such people readily could not have been 
prior to Plato, Aristotle, Btoics, and so on because they presupposed according 
to their own understanding the existence of that first-storey philosophy, and 
its alleged failure**•• 

***They didn*t speak of history at that time, of course* ^ut they used another 
term 1 they said st proeress* Tf are the dwarfs , 11 they said, if they were in 
their modest moods, "we are the dwarfs sitting on the shoulders of the giants 
and therefore looking farther afield* f! In other words, this progress idea is, of 
course, the indispensable premise of the notion of history* It emerged out of that** 
The reason why the problem of historicism is so much more complex and also much 
more interesting than that of positivism is because that really reaches into a 
deeper stratum of the philosophic problem* There are some great facts of what 
has happened to human thought, especially in the last three centuries, which 
lend themselves easily to the historicist interpretation* * * *That makes it 
complicated©*«o 

*0©Question: (Aristotle if alive today, might be more interested in the 
problem of pluralism, might make the separation of society and state, talk 
about individual liberty more than he did* He was addressing himself to a 
city-state which is historically impossible now*)**©Sure, but of course that is not 



so simple© That today a city is absolute impossible* I fully grant, of course© 

I don’t know what would be the case after a series of atomic wars© Bat as of today 
±£ 8 s impossible© That of course is not decisive, because maybe the polos 
has represented a kind of model of human society which we still have before our 
Hind 5 s eye in 1 order to take our bearings o I will give you an example® When they 
discuss, for instance, today, in sociology—that is all second hand knowledge 
wliich is chiefly supplied by students—when they discuss a face-to-face society 
you see there is a certain awareness that this tremendous society where you 
don't know anyone is not a hundred per cent society (?) and caae turns therefore 
to the most intensive, or at least a much more intensive society to understand 
what society re ally is or should be© Can you see that those face-to-face 
societies, at least the examples which were given to roc, have one characteristics 
they wore absolutely non—political associations©•©• (To develop) a truly^eiapirical 
social science one must have a modal of a quasi face-to-face society which is 
•ooliticnl in order to understand an amoiphous, non-face—to—face society tfiich 
is political© That is of practical importance not only for understanding—* 
you know the great difficulties which arise in these tremendous urban centers©©* 
and all the tendencies towards regionalism©o*are still a reminder of the problem 
of the poliSooooBut some awareness of the importance of change is indispensable © 
Change goes somewhat deeper© I do not think that change affects trutho©© ©Change 
affects the pi’oblem of understanding truth© and 

oo©Question: Before you spoke of progress that we are like dwarfs sitting 
on the shoulders of giants©o»©As for the giants and dwarfs I would say this: 
and of course I f m a dwarf, but to say that I, for instance, am a dwarf sitting 
on the shoulders of giants would mean in non-metaphoric language, I have, say, 
fully understood Aristotle, and know, in addition, something about modern 
society which A r igtotle, of course, did not know© But the trouble is that I 
have not fully understood Aristotle© So X could, at most, say I am a dwarf 
sitting on Aristotle's backooooTo say that we are dwarfs sitting on the 
shoulders of giants means we know everything of what the old men knew, and we 
have fully understood it, and we know something in addition© And that is 
very high praise© 

ecaVSiat happened at the beginning of modern times was not a simple and 
unambiguous progress, but a great process of oblivion which voiy strangely, 
and almost miraculously, opened a new vista, the vista of modern mathematical 
physics, which proved to be not a littk (affair?), but still whose philosophical 
relevance, of course, is the darkest question I believe for everyone today© 

That it is not irrelevant is obvious© But how relevant, I don’t believe anyone 
has ever given a satisfactory answer©©©©To repeat, an oblivion of the most 
elementary questions, but an oblivion redeemed by a tremendous and overwhelming 
development in one direction and no one had anticipated that©©©©Aid wfofcever 
Plato may have thought about geometrical physics that was not modern mathematical 
physics—which worked and works perhaps to our destruction© But some aspect 
of reality has here been revealed with which we have to live henceforth and see 
how we can integrate it into an intelligible framework© It was intelligible 
this tremendous revelation of the seventeenth century—made excusable the 
belief that these great heroes thought that they had made unambiguous progress© 

But we know now that it was not an unambigous progress—proof t social science 
positivism© That is interesting only for this reason, not la itself, but as a 
symptom of the inadequacy of modern science when applied to the problem most 
important to us humans, the problem of man, shew s that this progress of modern 
natural science is not the solution, but it is a tremendous problem which no one 
can minimize© 




V*.But £tt aod^rn philosophy, It-eeems to me, ». .because modem philosophy 
is "based on an accidental ...which appears most clearly, ®ost frequently in 
Decartes * .'rJttnMQfite certainty must be gotten "by hook and by crook 

oooAa I also said on a former occasion, that is more simple perhaps, that 


historical analysis is a necessary corrective for the kind of thought which 
conceives of itself as progressive, as progressive, that is to say, the fundamen¬ 
tal questions are solved, the basic questionso*.built higher atai higher 0 Now 
that requires in itself a corrective; namely, a return from the higher stories 
to the foundations« That is historical. Veil, I have t<& leave it at that and 


continue with my argument. 

In discussing Coliingwood, I suggested that CoXlingwood takes an inter¬ 
mediate position between Hegel and Nietzsche* I Mean of course not In contemporary 
terms, because Nietzsche was dead long before Collingwood began to reflect. But 
as far as the inner order is concerned.. Hegel asserted that the end of history 
is come...and therefore the difficulties do not arise because no further change. 

But the common nineteenth century view was man is, the philosopher is the son of 
his time and yet there is no end of time. Nietzsche vas the only «», the only 
thinker of the nineteenth century vho saw the great problem involved in that. 

And that is the reason why he is of such importance to us. N°v I will try to 
what this problem is and you vill seo it has very much to do with our most 


immediate problems today. * , u 4 +>. 

I discuss first Nietzsche* a most famous statement on history vnicn is tne 
truly epoch-'making critique of historic ism, in his essay on th© Use and Abuse 
of History. This forms part of a larger work called 

. The second one is Use and A^use of History. 

HCw in this work Nietzsche criticizes historlcism. But what does he mean by 
that? He calls it th© historical trend, the historical sense, the historical 
ciKsaciousnsssswhlch h$ says has become the powerful in the nineteenth century, 
©specially in Germany and which is something novel. New what is it, vhat is it 
for him? According to Nietzsche it grows out of the veneration for one p s past, 
of men*'s need and desire to know himself as heir, as the result of a growth© ^ 

This, in itself, Is solitary. But it may become, as it were an end in itself, 
and then it becomes fatal. And then it Is no longer a use of history, but an 
abuse of history; namely, it becocaes fatal because then it implies forgetting 
about the future. You see yourself only as an heir and not as someone vho has 
a task of your own. Now this veneration for the past is the first element of 
historlcism. Th© second lag that this concern with one°s pasty-the respect xor 
th© ancestor3, the cultivation of their memory, and so on—that this concern 
with one*s past becomes pure science and that itself ceaisists of two elements. 

In the first place, the concern with one*s past, with on©*8 own past, becomes 
universal (£ ■ It becomes veneration for all past, not only for one°s own past. 

So a man is interested not only in George Washington in America, the past of 
one a s own society, but, say equally in the Incas, the Chinese, and so on. 

And the second point is® that this universal concern with the past becomes 
divorced from reverence and every other motivation, except the desire to know. 

... the fora in which the history has become a universal spectacle, in which men 
look at with curiosity, or as someone has put it more recently, ^4teris?fSg a3 a 
very big film, or T? effect." ...It Is only exciting, stimulating, bSSadse of its 
unusualness, always different from what it Is today. But it has no longer a 
serious meaning... .History as a universal spectacle has an important root, and 
this root Is th© f ©Hawing—and that is the third element of th© historic ism—s 
universal history as a science, as a purely theoretical pursuit becomes central 
because It takes the place of philosophy and this has happened in the nineteenth 
century. Am that is the consequence of the decay of Hegel 8 s philosophy. The 
historical process is completed, th© real has becomes rational, and thsrefore 
philosophy becomes th© throretical understanding of the completed historical 



Txrocesso And that nw takes the place of philosophy* 

Kot this ^3 tha position which Nietzsche attacks on the following grounds $ 

In the first place ho questions the assertion that history is completed, or in 
other words, that ail theoretical and practical problems hare been solved, or 
that life has ceased to be an enigma, or that life has ceased to be a task* 

If life has ceased to be a task, it has lost its seriousness* Men hare become 
like God, the Homeric God, life is the living* Are present-day men Gods? 
Nietzsche finds they are as human, all too hu man , as men fcf former times* Yet 
what about tWr thoughts and their institutions, maybe they are perfect? But 
Nietzsche argues the thoughts and institutions would not be sufficient because 
perfection of man means the perfection of human beings, of individuals© One 
cannot call an age perfect if it dees not abound in great individuals© But ^ 
that is not all* There is a connection between the specific imperfection of tne 
nineteenth century with the thought and institution of the age* The specific 
imperfection of the nineteenth century—Just to mention many points, but I 
mention only one—the obvious decay of © You know what people Ba Y 

atout the way people built houses and post offices in Xff?0 or so, that is o* 
course only a sign of a deeper decay ^ and the decay of higher education anu 
so oa* There is a connection between this specific imperfection of the nine¬ 
teenth century and the thoughts and institutions of that age and therefore one 
may very well doubt perfection of these thoughts and institutions* But mare 
generallys if history is completed, men can onlyfreproduco the perfect thoughts 
and the perfect institutions* There is no possibility of productivity and 
creativity, but only of reproduction and epigonism, if I may use this term— 
you know what means?—one toolate* The perfection of history, in 

other words, leads to a decline of man, to a degradation of man* The con¬ 
clusions history is essentially unfinishable * Human life can be finished 
accidentally by cosmis catastrophes and so forth* But in itself it can not 
be finished* Human life is an eternal imperfection which can never be made 
perfect* An end of history is not even possible* Man eternally tends beyond 
himselfo Bo history is not complete and cannot be complete* 

And the second point which Nietzsche makes against Hegel and Hegelianisms 
history Is not rational* ’The historical process ie atufid* Senseless suffer-rig 
abounds* That we cannot recognize providence, no plan of history only no rules 
of the o~o mind of which Hegel ha* spoken, only plans of human *®*»S 3 * vhlch 
rarely* if ever come to their fruition* But everything else, and which means 
most, is confusion, chaos, meaningless* So the historical process is Aepri 
of all the dignity which it had acquired in Hegel’s doctrine* But what is the 
significance of that? AH this would have been said by all philosophers up 
eighteen hundred, roughly speaking. For even the religion thinkers whospoke 
of Providence admitted that the Providential plan was includable and theref 
for this inatesed human eye there Is this nystery of unreason. 

Therefore the relevance of Hegel's critique seems to he limited 
that the critique lays hare a great effect of nineteenth century thou£it,_ 
especially of German nineteenth century thought. And this might account for 
the fact that Nietzsche in a late survey of his work in . . 

mentions these essays on Use and Abuse of History, although y 

this essay which was the first to make any impact on academic thou|^. YM, 

there is something radically novel in Nietzsche's or*iS^SliS’ 
and which distinguishes Nietzsche from the very beginning from^ail^earli 
philosophers. For Nietzsche accepts the crucial thesis of * 3 

Let explain this. The crucial thesis of historicism is no|hat 
completed or that history 1 « rational, hut that History is th ^ t 

man cannot transcend history, that the philosopher is the sot^ 
there are no absolute truths, that the values of a society are relative to toe 
living forces of the society, that man's horizon is limited by hia time. 



t2sat them is'not th© absolute horizon, namely the'horizon of sen as man, 
aor the final horizon as Hegel has thought* All trath>' # all values perish and 
desert© to perish* The ‘basic premises of ail thought are imposed by chance* 

There Is no explanation of that-^that Plato looked at them in this way and 
Descartes in that way* Because if yen say, veil Plato was a Greek and Desoartea 
vas a modern F^enchman, then you only push the problem back* Why did the 
Greeks look at it that way? Why do modem Frenchmen look at it that way, aid 
g© cn? Or, in other words, tea very concept man is becoming changeable* There 
la no human nature* Humanity has been acquired by a ncn-teleologioal process* 

Hov ^hat then does Nietzsche do cn this basis when he teaches only perhaps 
issrai emphatically than most people said it at this time* But still fu n da m en t ally 
tha t tma what a&st people saido We can state it in our languaget Nietzsche accepts 
the thssig? relativism is true* But all relativists, with the exception of 
Nietzsche, mate this addition* Since relativism is true, it is good or solitary * 
B@2ativisd mabas man free, objective, nen-paroehiai, fair, impartial, tolerant, 
and bo on* Here is the potet where Biotfcsehe really share© the status of the 
problem but—that relativism is indeed true, but deadly, for it relativists our 
oran morality, or to make it more specific, it relativizes our own tolerance* 

Well today that has bscosa® trivial, this kind of secQad-storsy relativism, but 
I don&t think that th® second-storey relativists fully understood the impact of 
N&ettttee°s question* Do yeu see this difference? first say, relativism 

is true and solitary* leu know that*** 0 The others say, today, relativism la 
true, bvxfc it is neither solitary nor deadly* That does not, that is only a 
concealment of the problem* If it is true and not solitary, it is really deadly* 
Take the example of tolerance* Relativism is said to sake men tolerant, but 
if that is so than tolerance is exempted from the relativityo And that caa v t 
work, in the long run* So tolerance itself becomes relative* That leads in 
effect, not n©c@s8arily to intolerance, but to an impossibility to sake up 
on® 9 ® xaisd between tolerance and intolerance which is simply o a * —the Inability 


of mu to will anything* 

S© £iet 2 Eck©°s crucial thesis—histericisa is true but deadly—man cannot 
liv© if he do©s act believe in the absolute character of his principles and values 
Every living heiiag as he puts it, a horizon, a protecting atmosphere, a closed 

heoFizcsa, teyosrd t^hich can no longer be questioned and which is not evidently true* 
Therefore Nietzsche compare© it to a dusk cloud, darkness* The horizon, the dark¬ 
ness, is primary ofialy within the horizon can there be light, understanding 9 
clarity, lightning, ***illumination* Man is mn only by virtue of light, which 
w© mesn by-Bind, intellectuality or sc* But this light rests on a foundation 
^shleh Is dark, which is unsvident* And this horizon differs from epoch to epoch* 
Thar© is sa© true horizon* Historlcissi is deadly, or deadening because it 
dissolve© the horizon, because it raakfcs clear tee unevident and fundamentally 
arbitrary character of our basic assumptions* Historioissa destroys the belief 
in these assuasptions 0 It destroys the possibility of full devotion to a cause 0 
It ©pone up, as Nietzsche says, the hopeless skeptical infinity* Is the argument 
clear up to this point? Relativism, as we might say today, is true* But that is 
easy to understand because everyone says ao today* But the next point is tha,* it 
is deadly because men cannot live as full human beings on the basis of relativity* 
Let me perhaps add another point and it may become clearer to argue this 
thing* There is then a fundamental conflict between truth and life* Truth— 
relativism*» Life requires absolutism* How do we settle that conflict? Nietzsche 
says tears can be no doubt* W® must settle the conflict in favor of life against 
truth* For by denying life we deny the very possibility of trute or knowledge of 
history* We must preserve the truthful, solitary life to truth* Or to us* 
a 1e©s obnoxious language, we imst limit out historical curiosity in particular* 

Or still mere radically stated, we must turn away from history * * * *‘There is a 
fundamental conflict between truth and life* To speak the truth i&axm ^ 
negate life or in other words life is based on delusions, falsehoods, or erro * 
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Or from the point of ?lw of truths life is altogether evil* Because life ie 
inseparable from delusions® Or the desire for knaLedge or the quest for truth 
leads to destruction and insanity® Hao^fc is for Nietzsche the symbol of what 
> that means® But the conclusion is we must set limits to our historical 

curiosity* we oust turn away from history 0 And you can easily see how all the 
abberatiena like the myth of Arthur Rosenberg, or whowever he was called in 
this country, grows easily out of this®® ® ® 0 r to mention a more 

respectable name® The myths of the class struggle, of the general strike, io 
a myth that makes men good® «Y&S 1 *® 218 truth, name ly the fact, the objective 
fact leading to it, the Struggle between management and labor is dull, unin* 
spiring, or to see it in the eyes uf® 0 ©or trade union official means of course 
to say, let us a comproeELso® And that means to degrade both labor and 
aanagemenis only at the very beginning of Nietzsche°s argument® But 
fa it clear up to this point? I think that if jsou put do m the sentence— 
relativism is true but deadly® Bow is there any®®© 

o ooQuestimoo ooVhen we say truth is deadly, Nietzsche means any truth® •• 
Inhere are no absolute truths® Nietzsche would say absolute truths are not only 
ton*©xi stent 9 but they would not even be des ired o o o ©Nietzsche calls it (absolute 
truth) delusion, so let ue not call it truth®®® 0 Certain successors of Nietzsehe 
have introduced the term subjective truth for what Nietzsche calls falsehood® 
S^iil it is not merely ridiculous, there is a real problem here® We may take 
this up later® L©t us not make things complicated® 

oooWhat ie the truth then for Nietzsche (Question) ® ® ® ©There is no horizon® * 
Let 223 put it this ways in every healthy society there is a horizon, people 
are united by agreement regarding fundamentals® You can do this® But Nietzsche 
would say this agreement doesirt mean truth®c® 0 The horizon is darkness® The 
horizon is the same as what CoUlngwood calls the absolute presupposition, or 
almost® There are fundamental presses in the light of which people find their 
bearingso To find one 6 3 bearings means to have some light of this®®® dfietzsch© 
only articulates what all histcricism really means: that ©very society, every 
epoch, rests on certain fundazaenal assumptions which are not true, which are 
not evident, but which are indispensable for them if they are to live® Now 
there are ages in which this horizon is felt, nineteenth century 0 But that 
means disorga nizatlon, chaos and waiting for other horizons® I come to that 


later ® o ® ® 

Is there not everything possible provided it has fulfilled only the 
conditions of making possible life (Question) ® I come to that question later® 
Surely Nietzsche has given that some thought® 

Now ve have reached only this conclusion: if the truth of historicisa is 
deadly, we must take theslght of life against truth® The next step: this is 
impossible® It is impossible to accept the horizon which one knows to be merely 
horizon® To give the most common, present day example: if you knew certain 
values to be the values of your society and you accept them on no other grounds 
than that they are the values of your society, you are a stupid, self -deceiving 
loan® To know a horizon as horizon means to doubt it, to tanscend it® The 
acceptance of horizon as mere horizon is possible only at the price of willful 
self-deception or of intellectual dishonesty® That is the statement of the 
problem® How then can w© get oit of that impass that is created by the fact 
that historic ism is true but deadly? Answer.® We must sake another travel, 
trip® We must question the truth of historic ism, the truth of that kind of 
history which culminates in hlstoricisao The ©question is ibis: is historicist, 
scientific, theoretical, objective historytrue® Does the objective, scientific, 
theoretical historian understand history? AM Hietasche answers no® There is 
a disproportion between the objectivity of the historian and the subjectvity 
of the historical actor, between the objectivity of the historian and the 
subjectivity of life? This dispropotion prevents understanding© The objective 
historian stands outside the stream of history, is a mere onlooker ® The 
historian must be akin to the acta® in order to understand them® According ^ 
to an old adage of Greek philosophy "The same can be known only by the same© 



What is the character of the life with which the historian is concerned? The 
historical actors‘—now actor is taken as a vide word inclading of course 
thinker© themselves—th© historical actors were committed to soeaething® They 
beliaved in something® They had dedicated themselves to ideas® Only if we 
cosmitted to seas thing, if we believe in something, if w are dedicated to 
an ideal, can we understand the historical actor® But there is this great 
difficulty® There are no absolute ideals or values® All ideas or values are 
human creations, projections, projectso And Bietzeeh® concludes from this 
that osaly by virtue of a pre-project, by projecting our future really can we 
understand the past*, ”Only ae architects of the future can you understand the 
past®" for th© actors themselves were architects ef the future® Our projects 
cannot be derived from history; history does not teach us the goal of our 
life, nor does nature teach us it 0 That is absolutely settled for tfletzsche® 

We must form, produce the goal of our life 0 Oboe we have dose this we can use 
history, we can understated history® It is the free project, the project of our 
future which creates the horizon® The project is the horizon forming project® 
0&2y msn who live within a horizon can understand other men living within a 
horizon, not the horisonXess distracted theoretical, objective historian The 
fundamental error hof historicisa consists in men not realizing the primacy of 
th® fixture, or which is only another expression, in believing that the future 
car, be figured out froa the past or frees the treads® The trend* are such past, 
naturallyo Th® project cannot be demonstrated® It cannot be supported by 
evidence supplied by the jast, for the past, th© mre facto, do not lead to any 
ought® Through th© free formation of the future we enabled and compelled to set 
ourselves against cur times, against the trends, the present history® The 
philosophar ia then, not as Hegel said the son of his times, but th© stepson of 
his tiasoBo Up to new, aieu lived within horizons formed by free projects without 
feeing e&ure of them® They traced the ideas to nature, or to God, or to reason® 

Th© historical oonaciougBesa is the realization of th© fact that the horizon 
originated to K®n°g createability® Once man realizes this, that the ideas are 
net supported by God, or reason, the first consequence is dislliousomment, 
relativism, nihilism, deadliness® But this conclusion is based on one's for¬ 
getting the decisive fact; namely, man's creativity, man's capacity to form 
a horizon foraisg project, man ca& consciously form a free problem® The new 
project would presuppose the Mstoricist's insight, but it would transcend it 0 
So the conclusion is then thlss historiciaa in the * usual sense, theoretical 
histcricisa is? untrue because it is coaly half true® Th© true historic!s» f if 
we may say so. Is one which is guided by a free project and not by objective 
theoretical knowledge® 

Slow h©re th© ' question arises iaaae&iately which I will mention lest you 
%tok I forget it® But I win postpone it now® Will there sot be a variety of 
suchprojects? How can we protect ourselves against issre chaos and arbitrariness! 
I will take that up teediately® But is the argument clear up to this point? 

oc o Question o ® ®In th© end of UseraM_J& >u g© tfjisi sy# Nietzsche speaks of 
a harmony between life and truth o Only the truth must now be differently 
iszd@rstofi)d® ®ooI don't understand you®®ooYou seem to make a distinction between 
historical relativism and other kinds of relativism® It would be irrelevant 
bee Ate© th© other relativism would simply become part of th© historical rela¬ 
tivism which is th© more comprehensive one® So that wataM'b© irrelevant, I 
think® o o ®But am point is of course iasplied ia what Slotssche seyes that true 
understand tog of th© past cannot b© objective understanding because—here comes 
in scasthing which is today very coEsson—that for example it» depends very nucM 
on the project of ©sn, of th© ideas ef a lean, how h® will read and interpret, 
say, Shakespeare® So there is a variety of such interpretations and it is to 
principle not possible to lay on© of these is true and the others are not true— 
interpretations® to other words, historical objectivity, in the simple sense, 
it is nca-extotent for Hietzsche or uninteresting, to the extent to which it 



exists in a limited way«o OP Xa other words, you mean to say the root c ?mot 
he knowledge, hut of course mat he villa Therefore, Hietzsche, later on 
when he develops it speaks of the vill to power as a hose of everything* 

But the question which immediately arises is 2 vill there not be a variety 
of projects? O is not cue and only one project implied in the very notion 
of the horizon forming project, or in the very notion of creativity * And 
Hietssche is tending towards this later on, although it took some time until 
he finally arrived at thatooo*And I discussed this alreadyvhen I discussed 
ColXingwood* Becnase if the hiataricist’s insist which concerns naturally all 
huBan thought, is the decisive insight regarding human thought. Is the absolute 
insight, then it in principle implies the possibility of one and only one 
projecto But that I develop later* 

1 would like to indicate very briefly nov how Uietzsohe conceived of that 
idoal, his Image of man, as he called it, in his early period when he wrote 
Us $ and Abuse of History* How he developed this irage of man on the basis of 
Schoepehhauer, his teacher, by contrasting Sohoepenhauer^s inage of nan with 
those of Goethe arm Rousseau* I* is best for us to understand Hletzsohe’s 
ircge of mar? as a modification of Rousseau’s image of man* I will explain this*, 
tod going beyond wh&t Hietzeche explicitly says about Rousseau which is not 
sufficient for im&erstanding* Rousseaus 9 s image of man, to use this Hietzechean 
fcexsa, is characterized by a tension between radical individualism, forgive me 
for that wcrd, and total subjection of the individual to society. This total 
subjectieacf the individual to society is expressed by the notion of the 
general vill which means for Rousseau the viU of the last majority * How why 
thin tension? Sian needs society and he needs freedom in society* This is 
possible only through rule of law* But Rousseau argues rule of lav must be 
comprehensive otherwise there exists the danger of what was called private 
government, dependence of tbs individual on other individuals 0 Therefore 
everything mast, in principle, be subject to social control and that Is to 
say, the rule of lav c But this complete subjection of everyone and everything 
to society, social control^ by being the condition of free&csa In society is 
only the legitimate or Just fora of bondage* It is not true freedom* True 
freedom is possible only beyond the boundaries of a sooeity in a kin d of life 
which you ussy call the bohemian, to give you Just an idea of what Rousseau is 
driving at* M&n who live at the fringes of society and who is not truly a 
citizen* This was very crudely Rousseau 9 s theme* 

Why this tension? W^at la the root of this tension between the individual 
and society? How* Civil society is ultimately grounded in the desire for 
self-preservation* But self-preservation—and here is the point which Rousseau 
makes and which is more subtle than Hobbes* and Locke’s notion of self - preservation 
—self-preservation presupposes that life itself la gocdo And this is, according 
to Rousseau, indeed true ©sad proven by an experience which he calls the feeling 
of existem&o laeans the feeling of mere being; that I am now, without thought 
of the past and the futureo .This is perfect satisfaction and perSect happiness* 

But this feeling of ©xistenc!i I SS very rarely had, but which is the basis of 
everything gives rise to a concern for existence, for the preservation of 
existence aad therefore it gives rise to unrest, dissatisfaction and unha ppin ess 
The tension between the feeling of existence and the desire for self -prese rva tion 
is coeval with h uman life and that is the root of that tension whleh can never 
be resolved* And Rousseau left it at this tension* It Is not a contradiction— 
because a contradiction would, be that he simply had been unaware of it, 'but he 
knew it 0 The German idealistic philosophers tried to solve that contradiction 
by abandoning the radical individualism which Rousseau had maintained as one 
pole of the difficulty* Let us take Hegel* Hegel’s assertion that in the post- 
revolutiomry state the conflict between individual and society is resolved* 
Goodness consists in life la this pea t -revolutionary state * * *« act as 

citizenship in the post-re^lutionary state, servants to that state* Independently 
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of Hegel there arose and came- to power the democratic moveE»nt of the nineteenth 
century which also had its roots in Rousseau and which we find the assertion 
the matrix of the general will is public opinion*, Rousseau sees this. But 
if you. draw the ultimate conclusion, and it was drawn in practice perhaps 
earlier than in theory, to he good means to live in accordance with public 
opinion. Today that is a very well-known view*, I mean in practice, I* is 
the theoretical formulation for conformism. For other-direotedness, or 
what have you. But it is a possible decay of Rousseau’s doctrine of the 
general will. 

If you have this in mind you understand the beginning of Nietzsche’s 
moral argument. Nietzsche returns, as it were, to Rousseau. Goodness is 
something radically different from service to the state, from full citizenship, 
and goodness is of course a thing radically different from subservmace to 
public opinion which means always the opinion of other men. Public opinion 
is noshing but private laziness or insincerity. To be good means to be 
oneself—the crucial Rousseanan thesis. Vhat does that mean? TO be onself, 
to be guided by onself, to b© sincere, to be natural 

end of tape 







New Tape 

occto be oneself and not to becnoaelf replaces the old distinction betv/een to 
be good are! to be bad* So we have here a parallel phenomenon to the distinction 
between progressive and reactionary * Just as in the nineteenth centuiy progressive 
tended to take the place of good and reactionary the place of bad* There is also 
the possibility to identify to be good with to be oneself and to be bad with not 
to be oneself* It is not necessary for my purpose to follow the details of 
Rousseau 5 s argument $ X would only say tills is the fundamental restoration of 
Rousseau 3 s notion of: that to be good means to be oneself* This decisive 
difference for Nietzsche, the fundamental feeling of existence is not a feeling 
of happines s,—but in this respect he follows Schopenhauer—the fundamental 
experience is an experience of suffering* It is not necessary, also, to follow 
the details; what is important is this: Nietzsche f s full image of man* * ©is then in 
the end not greatly different from the classical notion: that the true goodness 
of man consists in a heightened nature of man* That could not be the ultimate 
formula for Nietzsche because of the problem of nature as I shall show later© 

The question with which I am concerned here is this: where does history 
come in in this project of the imge of man? What is the historical character 
of tills arguirent? The whole argument is a criticism of time, nineteenth 
century, an analysis of that time* What he finds is rule of public opinion©*©» 

But there was a specific character of nineteenth century public opinion as 
Nietzsche saw it* the public opinion was characterized by a lazy mixture of 
half-hearted Christianity and pale classicism* Nietzsche says: f, If one takes 
seriously either Christianity or classical antiouity, one is already beyond 
this synthesis© This accepted idea is impossibleo n So we have then either 
Christianity cr classical antiquity* Christianity is foreign to Nietzsche; 
he dobsn 5 t speak about it in his writings* Hence the Greeks* But the Greeks 
themselves- are .insufficient* Why? Because Nietzsche gives one example that is 
particularly important to him, and that was modern music* But if this example 
does not appeal to you you can replace it by another one d« cause * 0 * oKodern music 
is a new educative power which has disclosed a new dimension in man that transcends 
the earlier work* Ms change in man, in the soul of man, was unforseeable before 
it happened., Nietzsche 3 s ideal is historical because it is based on specific 
experiences made by men of a particular society of a particular time and is based 
on them* Its justification is that this new image, as he developed it, embodies 
everything noble the old ideas had, and adds something which was missing in the 
older images of man* The new ideal is not arbitrary* It is known to be superior 
to any known alternative* tad no superior alternative can become known except 
if man lives that new ideal, if man becomes changed or deepened by living that 
new ideal* To exemplify, that for what was Nietzsche the most important earlier 
example, the need for a post-Christian ideal arises out of the fact that men 
molded by Christianity develop needs which cannot be satisfied by Christianity* 
These examples I hope make clear both the historical character of the ideal as 
Nietzsche understood it—it is not the perfection of the nature of man—and also 
why it is not arb.-fcpary* I will not now go into the question of the truth or 
untruth of what Nietzsche says* I am only concerned now with the formal character* 
In other v?ords, that that which cannot be derived or deduced from history or 
from what is actual now, yet it is by this very fact not arbitrary* Is this 
part of the argument intelligible? 

Cuestipn*.a«I2very 4 argument of this kind starts, if you really go back to 
the beginning^ from a certain understanding of noble or good which it presupposed* 

I mean if one is completely impervious to any understanding of what is noble or 
good*oo*I mean all moral arguments start from such an understanding© It is no 
different in Plato than in Nietzsche* Only Nietzsche®s difference is this: 
Nietzsche woujd say all the primary understanding of good or noble differed 
from society to society, from epoch to epoch* He starts with understanding new 
and shows the inadequacy of that understanding because it is an impossible 
hodgepodge of Christiary^lassical ideas* And then he goes back to the origin. 



to Classical Greece or to the New Testament itself# And then he secs that there are 
certain needs in him and in other man he knows©©• which are not satisfied by 
either the Greek or the Christian ideal* and of which he can show, he believes 
he can show, that which would seem superior to what either Classical Greek or 
Christianity meant© Since Classical Greek and the Bible were the mte of 
Siropean society* there is no arbitrariness©#©© 

Question© e. ©I give you on© example which comes in his later writings, but 
it is good© He says this: the notion that God should taka punishment upon 
himself—th® New Testament—is mare subtle, more refined than that of God 
as merely exerciairg©#©justice© Now Nietzsche says, no, that is not subtle 
enough. It is possible to have a notion of God who takes not only punishment, 
but guilt ©©.©So, in other words, that is the crucial point# The criterion 
Nietzsche adults and to which he subjects his image of man is that which embodied 
the highest ideal of the past and transcends them© #<>#If seme one thinks out 
some arbitrary image,©©that is merely arbitrary. It must have its root in the 
very root of Europe, especially, in this case# 

Bat this much in a vary general way about Nietzsche 8 s starting point# But 
have now to consider one difficulty to which I think some cm© alluded already 
in the discussion, and that is this: if we consider the argument of Use and 
Abuse of History , we are driven to this conclusion© condition of any possible 
undars'-aanding of knowledge or life is a horizon, as Nietzsche says, and this 
horizon is rooted in Human creativity, in the horizon-forming project# therefore 
Nietzsche seams to assort the primacy of the horizon-forming project# But, does 
this project not presuppose the historical consciousness and that means theoretically 
objective knowledge regarding the root of human creativity# In other words, 
there seems to be this conflict and this goes through the work of Nietzsche as a 
whole# Primacy of the horizon-forming project or primacy of theoretical cfcjective 
knowledge. To make it quite clear Nietzsche’s notion of the horison«foming 
project, the future, as the principle giving light and moaning to human life 
and to human understanding, is derivative from the historical consciousness 
in the sense defined, from men having become aware of the fact that all values 
or ideals have their root not in Nature or in God or in Reason, but in Human 
Creativity# This conflict is, one can say, the life of Nietzsche# I will try 
to pursue it| I cannot finish it today# 1 can only indicate a few points hers 
which are those© 

When you tais the program which##©Nietzsche developed in the first essay 
out of this, you find the following views of course the basis of atheism# The 
world and history are purposeless, unreasonable# Man must be understood as a 
purely natural being on the basis of Darwin and so on or maybe of Hobbes# And 
yet in spite of this origin there exists kindness, love, the possibility of 
genuine culture meaning of true self, of men of the highest order, the question 
arises: how did Ibis case about? The formulation of the problem is indicated by 
a later book titled: A Geneology of Morals # But with this crucial understanding 
there must not be tha higher, why the higher is derivative from the lower© The 
higher must be understood and taken as it is# There must be no reduction of the 
higher to the lower© That was the program of Nietzsche as stated very early© 

But you see here also this 5 what is presupposed? Something like Darwinism, 
something like historical relativily in the wider sense, a purely theoretical, 
objective assertion. Now if you take another work —Human, All Too Human— it 
begins as follows: A new kind of philosophy is necessary# Up ionow philosophy 
was metaphysical^ that is wrong# Philosophy must now become historical© But 
this historical philosophizing is inseparable from natural science# The idea of 
evolution bridges the gulf between nature and history. Han does not have a 
nature; man has come into being and gradually has taken on the form of contemporary 
man* Thinking has com© into being# So we need not only a genealogy of morals 
but a geneology of thinking as well© Thera is no pure mind, but only a mind in 
a body and in various ways affected by tha body© There is no difference of 
origin between the good and bad, between the high and low* All this is objectively 
known© So in Nietzsche’s philosophy there seemed to be, then, two heterogeneous 



elements: one is* you may call scientific and historical knowledge ^ and the other 
is his experience of himself , 61 his needs,; his possibilitiss—and where his 
does not "merely mean^individual Nietzsche, but the modern man on hie highest 
level* The question is how is this cooperation of scientific historical 
knowledge and Nietzsche's experience of himself and his possibilities to be 
understood? It seems that scientific historical knowledge is the basis and 
this scientific historical knowledge is sufficient for destroying the older 
ideals which prove to be based on a lower level of scientific and historical 
knowledgeo But this scientific historical knowledge proves to be insufficient 
for a new project* The new project must be rooted in the eap erience of the 
exemplary individual alone® That seems simple* But here the difficulty arises* 
Tills whole argument, that would be a kind of modified positivism, but that is 
what Nietzsche denies. The scientific historical knowledge is not a rock on 
which we can build, but it is itself a problem. *nd this criticism of 
scientific historical knowledge or what is more generally stated, of objective 
knowledge, loads to the result, and Is meant to lead to the result that self- 
destruction of objective knowledge, that only the other thought—the ex¬ 
perience of the exemplary indiv idual and his project—remains* And again Nietzsche 
never solved this difficulty, but he made many observations which are crucial 
for us* To repeat, the problem which we have to discuss is this? primacy of the 
project or primacy of objective knowledge, and especially we have to consider 
Nietzsche's attempt to suppress the one Jiole of this tension, namely, theoretical 
objective knowledge. And we must see how he does it and what the difficulties 
are which arise from this way. 


Lectures on Historicism 7 20 February 1956 

...In connection with the problem of historicism, we have turned to Nietzsche. 
New Nietzsche himself was aware of the fact that what he called the historical 
sense or the historical consciousness was that which distinguishes us, as he 
says, from all earlier thought. Sie historical sense, as Nietzsche understands 
it, comes to its maturity through opposition to Kegel and the crucial points in 
the opposition to Hegel are these: fir3t, history is essentially unfinishable, 
man is the eternal imperfection, as Nietzsche put it; and secondly, history is 
not rational*, there is no plan of history, no providence. What then does the 
historic1st assertion mean on these premises? The philosopher is the sch of 
his times even if he is only the step-son of his time, he has still the essential 
relation to his time, There are no absolute truths. %© values of a society 
are relative to the leading forces of the society. Han necessary lives and 
thinks within a specific horizon, that is to say, on the basis of uaevident 
assumptions which differ from epoch to epoch. The basic premises of thought 
are imposed on us by chance. The very notion, man, is becoming and changing. 

There is no human nature. Humanity has been acquired through a non-teleological 
process. The truth is neither known nor knowable. There are no permanent 
problems. There is no permanent situation of man. Everything which comes into 
being deserves to perish. These assertions should suffice to characterize 
historicism as Nietzsche understood It. 

Now the crucial assertion with which Nietzsche begins his own thinking on 
the subject is, in his formula, historicism is true but deadly. I will 
explain that again. x he historicist result is reached by the cooperation of 
historical evidence and a philosophic critique of the older kind of philosophy. 

The philosophic critique we can call a critique of reason, only ws must understand 
that is no longer the Kantian Critique of fleas on but...a larger. The result, to 
repeat: Is true but deadly. It is deadly because it depreciates or destroys 
any possible images of man or ideas. It terrorizes the will* % dissolving all 
horizons, it destroys the protective atmosphere within which man can lead a 
human life. It opens up the hopeless skeptical infinity as Nietzsche puts it. 




There is than a radical antagonism between truth and life* And confronted with this 
antagonism, Nietzsche, says we have no choice but to prefer the fruitful, 
solitary delusion to truth* In other words, myth* And I mention this concept 
the name of Sorrell, who elaborated this part of Nietzsche 1 s thinking. But this 
is impossible. To know a horizon as horizon means to transcend it. To accept 
a horizon which is known to be a horizon is possible wily at. the price of willful 
self-deception, of intellectual dishonesty. In other words, a myth which is 
known to be a myth is powerless to fulfill its function. Bet us then reconsider 
the thesis: historicisn or relativism is true but deadly, deadly, fatal to life. 

This thesis presupposes that we know life, that we know the truth about life. 

The truth as to what constitutes the excellence of life or as to what constitutes 
virtue. This true knowledge is not fatal to life, but solitary to lifeo 
Following up this point, Nietzsche reaches the conclusion that there is ultimately 
a harmony between truth and life. The truth which is fatal to life, the relativistic 
truth, is only a partial truth which has been isolated and absolutized, which means 
it is an untruth* So everything seems to be all right. But this cuestion arises: 
what is the status of that truth which is solitary? In what way do we know what 
constitutes the excellence of life? 

In order to understand, let us look at objective scientific history. The 
problem is in no way chaiged if we place objective scientific history by objective 
scientific social science as we know it now. Bogs objective scientific history 
grasp the historical truth? ^oes it understand the historical phenomena? 

Nietzsche says no, for there is a disproportion between objective scientific 
history and the historical phenomena. Objective scientific history is alienated 
frcm life, merely looking on from the outside, and therefore it cannot understand 
its pretended object. The same can on ly be known by the same. The historical 
actors were architects of the future. Therefore only as architects of the future 
can we understand the past. Only by virtue of an ideal, of an image of human 
greatness, of a goal, can we understand the past. And this goal cannot be 
derived from history* We must form or produce or project or create an ideal, 
as men have always done, without knowing it, however, must do it consciously, 
that is to say, conscious of the fact that there is no support for any ideas, no 
support by either history or nature or reason or God. It is the free project, the 
project of our future, which creates the horizon within which life and understanding 
are possible* Such a project liberates us from the power of the present. It 
enab?-es us to set ourselves against our present, our time, the trend, history, 
that is to say that past. This then is Nietzsche* s answer to our question. In 
what way do we know what constitutes human excellence? The answer is the truth 
in the light of which we see human excellence is our project. It is not 
objective truth. ^eTraay call it subjectl^e^truth. Tut Nietzsche thinks it is 
clearer not to call it truth at all, not to call it lie or delusion, but to 
speak ofa project, or a creation, as distinguished from truth. Now I think I 
came up to this point last time. 

I would like to know whether this point has be cans clear because the whole 
further argument is based upon it? Bo you see the problem on the basis of your 
own experience and knowledge? The problem posed by relativist. The fundamental 
situation frcm which Niatasche starts is, I believe, known to you. It is that 
which you know as social science relativism?, for example, s o Nietzsche, as it 
were, accepts the thesis of that relativism. But he says this relativism means 
nihilism. .This relativism is true, but it is destructive of life, ^hat can be 
done, how can we live on this basis? And Nietzsche’s answer—wall, you know 
what the answers are today, the usual answers are simply crude, the values of our 
society, or just personal attitudes, and anything is as good as anything else, 
answers which are manifestly impossible—Nietzsche’s general answer, which of 
course needs no comment, is onlyx the free project of the individual who knows 
what he is doing can give human life dignity and direction. this project 

has not and cannot have ary support. Today, of course, existentialism has in 
a way popularized this not!cm. So sane of you may knew from this source. 

But I still would like to see whether the thesis itself is intelligible. Perhaps 



I add another point. And stop then for discussion* 

The difficulty which, for all questioning people like myself, arises 
immediately—and I think also for most of you is this: will there not be a 
variety of such projects, a complete chaos, in other words. Or does the very 
notion of the horizon-forming project imply that there is ultimately only one 
project possible? Now let us look at ^ietzsche , s image of man and I don’t 
develop his full notion of man as he developed it in his later writings* I 
take the first version of that image which is presented by him in his bock. 

Out of Season . Now how does this image appear here? Nietzsche starts from 
■the implicit 'question that to be good means to be one’s self, to be one’s self 
as distinguished from being merely a member of a herd, of society, or, on the 
other hand, to be an actor, meaning, of course, to be an actor means not to 
be yourself * * A o be one’s self, to be sincere, presupposes this... isolation, 
suffering« #i b be open to the abyss of the question from where and whither. 

Only in the fact of this abyss, am I, can I become truly myself and project my 
future* There is, indeed, a variety of projects because I myself am different 
from any other I myself e But all such projects have fundamentally the same 
character because they are all based on this fundamental situation of man, 
on this fundamental abyss, the question of where and whither and the unanswerable 
character of this question. We must then make a distinction between the project 
of the true individuals themselves, between any one of us, and Nietzsche, the 
philosopher’s, project of true individuals. There is an infinite variety, so to 
say, of such projects of true individuals, but there is one overall character of 
the true individual and of the project. And therefore there is not chaosT 3 he 
basis of this inage is a certain understanding of man. Man is not a being directed 
by his nature, to such and such ends. Shat was the older view. Nor is man 
compelled by his nature to project an end. But man is so constituted that he 
may either freely project an end or else accept ends imposed on him by others! 
or, which is only a variation of the second alternative, merely to drift. % the 
way what Mr* %asman means by his distinction between self-directed and other- 
directed, that is a kind ofsocial science version, if I may say so, of this thought. 
Man is so constituted,, in other words, that he may either be himself, or lose 
himself* 3 bis is the present existentialist view and this is, up to a certain 
point/ what Nietzsche really suggests. But the crucial difference between 
Nietzsche and at least the coimnon version of existensialism is this: Nietzsche 
says somewhere in his Zarathustra, in his section of One thousand and One Goals, 

I <rpte: n Creators were first *£he people and only lately the individuals. 

Truly the individual himself is still the most recent creation.* The individual 
is itself a creation or a project* means the very distinction between 

self and loss of self is not a permanent structure of human life, but an 
acquisition. Man has now become a being who is confronted with a choice between 
upper degradation, loss of self, and the free project. But the fact that this 
is new the situation of man can be seen only on the basis of Nietzsche’s project. 
Because otherwise we see only loss of self, relativism and nihilism. But only 
on the basis of t he pr oject can an alternative be seen. So the project seens to 
be the absolute basis of understanding. Now I stop for a moment and see whether 
I have made myself understood* 

Question...(I don’t see where Nietzsche’s philosophy differs from the 
existentialist}... .Because in the ordinary presentations this notion of morality 
is taken to be the truth about morality and, for dxample, if you are confronted 
with any earlier men, outstanding by virtue, he obviously doesn't live up to 
existentialist standards. Because the concern with being a self in situation 
didn’t exist* People always depended very much on sane kind of, what they 
regarded as, objective or absolute law. *or Nietzsche it is important to add 
to this image of man the realization of his historical character. I give you 
another example. Taka Bewey in Hunan Nature and Conduct— «■ this is, of course, 
very different from Nietzsche ’s-^but Bswey develops a certain doctrine of the 




good human life, the good life* And this consists in a certain balance, habitual 
balance we can say, between impulse and habit. I’m not concerned now with the 
truth or untruth or adequacy or inadequacy of Dewey 1 s doctrine, but what is so 
strings in Dewey r s doctrine is this: what about the status of this ethical 
teaching? There is, as far as I can see, no reflection in Dewey on the historical 
character of his own doctrine. Sow when he speaks of habit or custom as 
distinguished frera impulse, he implies this of course: that a good act or a good 
life will lode very different in different societies and even in the case of 
different individuals because the habit or custom is different* And the impulses 
which are themselves created by the reaction to dustoo and habit will also be 
different. * * .So, in other words, the good life will differ from individual to 
individual and from society to society. That is Dewey’s conception of historical 
varieties. Earlier thinkers were not concerned with that problem. I mean they 
allowed, of course, that there was a reasonable variety, but there is not this 
extreme individualisation( ?). But up to this point Deway accepts the so-called 
histor5.cism insight. But what about his own overall doctrine? Does this not 
belong to a particular historical situation, or is it the final doctrine* This 
question, as far as I can see, never faced him... .And I think existentialism is 
in the same boat as Dewey is... .You see, because once you assign to histoxy such 
a crucial importance you must apply it to your own teaching. The older philosophers 
were not under this conflict...» 

Question©...Up to say 1800, all men and all philosophers believed that there 
are, in one way or the other, absolute, or objective or natural norms. 1 mean 
all variety of opinion did prevail, but now it has been realised that there are 
no such norms* There is no norm which has an objective support...and therefore 
the first reaction to that is office people see what they talk about, once people 
cease to be self complacent fools they realize that this is nihilism and 
Nietzsche’s attempt is first of all to clarify, to make fully clear, that these 
nihilistic implications of what was generally believed in the nineteenth century 
without people being aware of it, to that extant he can say of himself, he is the 
first real nihilist. But he does it with this intention: to overcome nihilism 
and the way of overcoming it is the free project. Of course what I said does not 
solve all the problems; it is only the beginning of it. So Nietzsche would say, 
no, this situation never existed before. He makes a remark saaowhsre, we are 
the first generation who do net possess the truth; all earlier generation, 
including the skeptics, possessedihe truth. You know this is a scans what simplistic 
comment, but you understand what I mean*. There was a kind of certainty. It has 
always existed up to now and which no longer exists, ^nd this * certainty reverts 
to complete despair, to nihilisa. And then to the counter act of the exertion of 
freedom, of an unsupported freedom. Question..«.Why should not a man, say, 
adopt the Platonic image of man but on a non-platonic basis. In Plato that image 
of man was meant to correspond with the nature of man and... .Let us forget about 
that basis. That is wonderful. That simply does not work....These older Images 
of man were bound up with their supports. In other words, this talk about 
values today--you know, there are values, God knows how they cane—but to speak 
of values is an attraction. The values belong always to a larger whole. You 
cannot choose the values without choosing also many other things, theoretical 
assertions if you please, with which they are connected. So Nietzsche would 
say, no older image can be restored because they all rest on specific, say, 
metaphysical foundations, from which they cannot be divorced. And that, of 
course, simplifies in a way the question of chaos. These older ideas are 
destroyed by this relativism and.... 

Question... .What Nietzsche wants to do is to appeal to everyone, to be 
himself. He cannot free anyone whb does not do the decisive step himself. 

He can only appeal to him and tell him that, if ha understands himself correctly, 
he has no choice except to choose himself freedom or else to be a kind of ...to 
be just a member of a hard without a being of his own....I don’t know whether 





it is dear that X do not believe these things* I am only trying to present 
to you Nietzsche 1 s view because Nietzsche faced this issue* You see the problem 
of relativism, you knew what that means, I think relativism is an impossible 
thing****And there are fundamentally two ways out* the one is the return to an 
o 2 d er view, and that is what I believe is the sound thing to do* But there are 
other people who also see the impossibility and the degrading character of 
relativism and they—a return to older views is not possible—and the most famous 
of these men was Nietzsche, of the men who took that problem more seriously* 

I just wanted to avoid a misunderstanding* The position is, I thinly impossible* 

But it is very popular and not only among the relativists, but among a much more 
high-minded race* And those are the idealists, as I would call them* Now in a 
very specific sense, did you not sometime hear this view: well I don f t believe 
in that ideal and I would fight it tooth and nail* But I must admit their 
integrity* 0 »*People who have always an ideal opposite to your own* But they are 
idealistso So, in other words, the notion is this: there is a variety of ideals 
and these ideals are opposed to each other, not necessarily in all points, but 
certainly in many points* And yet all these men who are dedicated to an ideal, 
devoted to a cause, have earn thing important in common* They are idealists* 

Do you know that position? You must, you case across it every day* Something of 
this belongs to the better type of liberalism, I believe* Not to them who say 
any value will do 0 o.*For example, the notion of political crimes, as distinguished 
from common crimes implies such an ideal: that there are things indeed which must 
be punished, but which have a certain nobility of character which has to be 
considered by the legislator or the judge* You have here a kind of chaos, surely* 
You can even say pandemonium, you have* But still, is this not a part of our 
modern situation and does not existentialism and Nietzsche in a way do they not 
just tzy to give a philosophic formula for these actions, for the respectable, 
idealistic men who raise above the desires of their stomach and of their petty 
vanity and all this kind of thing. But I would put it this ways if there is not 
the true moral, law , the true reve l ation , or the true natural order of human ends , 
if that does not exist what else can you have except a variety of ideals regarding 
which human reason is incapable to say i&ich of these ideals is higher than the 
other* And what follows that? A kind of chaos, surely* I believe what people 
would say, no harm is done with that chaos provided this goes with a kind of 
natural respect* Haven’t you heard that? Is it not then possible to live together 
for these people and oven, with an additional argument, to live together with 
non-idealistic people, on certain very simple principles* But, of course, you could 
say this and that would be ray objection: to the extent to which there is real 
possibility of living together, we have to make a distinction between the ideal 
and the principle of idealism* ’-^he principle of idealism is ccrnmoi* to all, with 
this very important implication for example, of mutual respect* And so there would 
be a common, but formal value or ideal which allows for considerable variety 
regarding the content of the ideal* I only want to show that these things which 
Nietzsche explicated have very much to do with what is now a more or less 
generally believed.... 

oooQuGsticnoop.The only distinction which Nietzsche makes is this: if I 
state the argument now in this way—the variety of ideals—then he would simply 
say, but what is the root of these ideals? And then he would say really what is 
it? Are these not ultimately projects, creations of man, of the human mind, 
or however you might phrase it? I mean what else could these ideals be v *** 

Sometimes Nietzsche puts the emphasis on the wish element in ( )• You 

know tfiat I mean by that, but equally frequently and perhaps more emphatically 
an the other.**.You can put it this way: the problem of the variety of ideas 
is really the problem of liberalism* • • * That brings us a bit nearer to the way 
in which this country, the problem is viewed* But that is the real problem*••• 
Tolerance means, of course, variety and variety in important respects, otherwise 
variety is of no value—variety in important respects* But then there is a 
constant danger* If the emphasis shifts and entirely to tolerance the other 
things—the variety—become irrelevant—take on the significance of****, which 
means they are of no grave importance* Or on the other hand, in the moment you 



put the emphasis on the variety, tolerance becomes weakenedo That is, I think, the 
real problem of liberalisn—to remain in this balance* 

Question*• © • I think one must make a distinction between the project of 
Nietzsche, the philosopher* Nietzsche, the philosopher, has a project of the 
man of the future and he sometimes uses the term superman* If you don t t t hink 
of the comic strips, I can use that tera. But then, of course, superman means 
individuals of the highest order; therefore the specific character of the indi¬ 
vidual supernal has to be established by the individual superman. So we must 
make a distinction between Nietzsche’s project and the real project to be made by 
individuals appealed to bp Nietzsche* But the point which I must emphasize is 
this; that Nietzsche’s view of this free individual is not meant to be a 
theoretical truth arrived at by an analysis of men’s fundamental situations. 

This view is interpreted itself as a creation, as a free project. Bo you see 
that difference? 

Question. .© .What makes a human being truly human is that he is devoted to 
an ideal regardless of the content of the ideal©...Boas this not colloquially make 
sense?..©The point is this: a myth would be something which you know to be untrue 
but which you think to be valui&le©©o*What Nietzsche says is this: Nietzsche does 
not say anything which is not really possible, as he knows from his experience, 
namely, to be oneself© It is not an objective truth in the sense that it does 
not exist without our doing something, without creating it. And secondly, 
which is perhaps more important, it is something which exists only by virtue c£ 
a human creation. Primarily, man was just a member of a society •©.member of a 
group, of a nation. But then, under certain conditions in the past©, .when indi¬ 
viduals—individuals as distinguished tram just members of a society--emerged 
with this notion. But new the situation is this©©.man is now compelled to be an 
individual*... 

• ©©Subjective truth means the same as full sincerity. You knew that this 
has no support except your own choice. You don’t create an ideology or 
rationalisation* • .because the trends of history or human nature support it© 

Therefore it is subjective truth. 

Question.©.(What is the unifying effect of Nietzsche, the philosopher's, 
project?) Bat that is not his primary concern, for Nietzsche himself© Nietzsche 
would say if you have such a class of superior men, of very pronounced indi vid ual s, 
there would be, of course, clashes and conflicts and maybe even Insecurities© 

He would not mind that©©c*fcat I mean is this: in spite of the conflicts and the 
clashes, there is still the possibility of mutual respect, just as we think of 
medieval knights who fight each other, not the different armies, and still 
recognize mutually their raiks, their higher ranks. In other words, Nietzsche 
is not particularly concerned with peacefulness, if you want to use that. That 
w$s also the point which Plckus made. But there is not a complete absence 
of orientation. There is something which they all respect—these men, namely 
to be a true self, whatever that may mean. me it means very little, but 
they say it means a lot.©.©Nietzsche denies a permanent nature of man, a 
permanent situation of man© ^hit else can it be except a creation©. ..Nietzsche 
says this situation which has now arisen allows only oftfcis alternative: nihilism, 
degradation, or free projects© This situation—all other possibilities in between 
have been disposed of...©There is no alternative, according to Nietzsche. Given 
his situation, there is no alternative except self-less person, on the one 
hand, or true individuals, on the other. These true individuals are 
by being true individuals, different trm each other, are in conflict with each 
other, and there may be a kind of insecurity among them. That woukl not be 
an objection to Nietzsche because Nietzsche does not regard peaceableness as so 
v©2y important© ^nd when I meant chaos I dicin' t sp eak of ps acgfullness, but of 
the opposite of any light. Nietzsche denies that© He says the light is given 
by the situation. 

Question. ©«©The vezy fact that you face the abyss. •• ©I mean in other words you 
can be confronted in an extreme situation where the lack of objective support 
becomes £Lear to you, could become clear to you, but what he implies is most men 
would© ©oa^o in other words, to see the abyss implies already a willingness to 
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see the abyss*..it is a moral act, an act of courage *...It you think through the 
cowardly possibility you reach a conclusion which is absolutely iwooqoatibJe with 
self respect* And, in other words, that is what I think I explained on another, 
former, occasion-*that Nietzsche admits this as a natter of course* that someone 
who is incppable of self respect or self contempt—it is the same thing, you 
can’t talk to him, he wouldn’t understand* A nd there is a realproblem there**. 

I think Nietzsche would simply say that in the light of any human being or 
society that man has every respect***.There was a primary stage of developnent 
of tha half gorillas, where no shame, where nothing of this kind existed**• 
and Nietzsche arsuas from this point car the basis of a moral heritage—a 
moral heritage, we can say, takes, in Nietzsche, the place of human nature. 

Now in Nietzsche a right for people who have been brought up fir P“ 
a certain heritage, the Biblical and Greek heritage, and he appeals and tries 
to convince them on that basis* If they were not heirs to that heritage, Niotzsche 
could not talk to them* And that is, of course, perfectly legitimate from his 
point of view because he has mads this radical historicity* Hit the problem 
exists also in another way, that Aristotle says, for example in his Ethics* 
that people who have not been decently brought up can, of course, not understand 
his ethics* And also can't observe them. ‘Aiere is a difficulty* 

Qm stion*..Nietzsche says that the Platonic notion of excellence* * .is based 
on a fundamental cowardice, in other words, measured by the standards which 
Flato himself admitted***I ecma to that later* 

Question**.Yes, in other words, Nietzsche would say this* I take a decent 

man_Nietzsche appeals to decwnt men brought up in the older ideals and tries to 

convince them that the very noblest in than cannot be satisfied any more by the 
old ideals for these and these reasons. You know the direction, as it were, is 
already* in them and therefore... 


^hange of Tape 

o.oin this respect I think Nietzsche is superior to Marx because for Marx the 
ousstion cf the end is of relatively little importance because he knows what is 
good* He has lerorned it from the German philosophies, you know, £rm the fully 
harmonic and developed personality • • .because this fully d eveloped personality 
will, of course, not be patrician*. ..For Marx it is simply more important to 
show, to represent the direction of the historical movement. •* .And fear 
Nietzsche there is no necessity of the historical process whatever* There is a 
certain limitation. I mean not everything is possible at all times. 

Question... .Nietzsche is very much concerned with social and political 
problems. I will only say this much now. These free individuals... they are 
supposed to form a new ruling class* One historical analogy and that was the 
historical nobilily of the French nobility of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
century.o..These were members of a class, but rugged individualists at the 
same time# ©«* Nietzsche 1 s thought can psrhape be described as follows* there 
is an appeal to the individual in Nietzsche, in principle, to every human 
being, but he knows that this appeal will find very few followers, an appeal 
to the individuals to be themselves. And on the other hand, there is a poli¬ 
tical or social analysis of modem %rope pointing to one solution—not necessarily, 
but there is a cleavage. One is commoner, one is tha solution preferred by 
Nietzsche. And what Nietzsche hopes or dreams, however you might call it, is 
that this development of the free individual and the need for the new ruling 
class will converge sometime in the twentieth century* So, in other words, 
Nietzsche* s overall view is in this way, of course, much vaguer than Marx. 

And the practical consequence wasnot undeservedly Fascism. • .which would, of 
course, be horrible to Nietzsche* But it is not a complete accident froa 
which Nietzsche is not altogether free from responsibility that there is 
Fascism. Thera is, of course, a view that....That is something very different 
from Fascism, very much of a higher dignity. And therefore these exists 
another interpretation of Nietzsche which we can call the liberal interpretation 
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views and this is the only appeal to the individuals would be themselves* The 
full Nietzsche is bo the And from this liberal interpretation—I think the 
translation of the Zara thus tra in the Viking portable Nietzsche—in the 
introduction to thatT There are certain points which are fairly correct but a simple 
suppression of the otherpsrt of Nietzsche, of the political port**•.But I come 
back to that later* s o that social and political element is then in Nietzsche 
very powerful* But I coma to that later because I*ia now concerned with the 
philosophic nerve of his thought* Question* *• 

Now let me first finish this part of the argument* frior to the project there 
is only relativism or nihilism* And Nietzsche* sforaula for nihilism is: nothing 
is true* everything is permitted Now if you say nothing that matters is true, 
everything is permitted that fits relativism perfectly, « we know it. The project 
allows an alternative interpretation of the same state of things; namely, of the 
fact that all goals are unsupported. The project allows, in other words, a non- 
nihilistic interpretation of those fzets tihich normally lead to the nihilistic 
interpretation* That fact that all goals are unsupported is objectively known 
and so objective knowledge seems to be the basis of the project* Nietzsche^ 
philosophy would then consist of two heterogeneous elements: the one is 
acier*tific and historical knowledge, culminating in nihilism, and the other 
element is his project, in other words his experience of himself, of his 
needs, of his possibilities* Scientific and historical knowledge is the 
basis* Scientific historical knowledge is sufficient for destroying the 
older ideals but insufficient for the new project. Tet since the scientific 
and historical knowledge is the basis it has & higher dignity* That is the 
point midh Mrs* Tcvey, I believed, wanted to make* It is universally valid 
and certain. And one could easily draw the conclusion that we, being 
reasonable men who don't gamble, limit ourselves to theoretical knowledge, 
to the theoretical life, and do not gamble on an unsupported project* This 
being the case, Nietzsche’s philosophy requires that this possibility of 
thaorstical knowledge be destroyed because theoretical knowledge would 
somehow relativize the project* In a word, scientific and historical 
knowledge must be shown to be not a rock but a problem* 

I will not sketch Nietzsche*s critique of theoretical knowledge- 
objective knowledge of reality. Nietzsche’s thesis is: there is no objective 
thought whatever* All thought is perspectivic—it belongs to a specific 
perspective* I explain this with the necessary brevity. Now the basis of 
any theory, of any theoretical understaiding, is this: that we live in 
the world and that we see things as they are* 




th© things ad their qualities* But what happens** As is discovered by means of 
sons© perception itself* our sense perception is relative to the human organization^ 
Well you know all the facts—that dogs see colors very differently from human beings* 
It is hard to s*y whether any animal sees thin g s as things* So our sense perception 
is relative to the human organization, to the human orjsais® and its needs* Sense 
perception is not mere perception, but an activity, a transforming activity by 
the senses* We see things as they are; that means, in fact, we see things as thay 
are in the perspective of human beings* A nd this would seem to lead to the 
questions well, how are the things in themselves—meaning differently from the 
human perception? This, it was thought, wad discovered by reason or the under¬ 
standing or by science which operate according to certain principles* Nietzsche 
says and tries to show that—that these principles, which were caused by Kant 
synthetic judgments a priori—I cannot explain that new—but at any rate, the 
principles of reason, or understanding or science are only fu n dame n tal fictions 
imposed on ton by his organization* Or take logic—the principle Af identity* 
Nietzsche says there are no identities* The assertion of identities is an 
arbitrary conventional siirqplification, a fiction* We may also put it this ways 
science rests ultimately on constructs or on fundamental hypotheses* Conclusion 
of all these argumentsi reason and understanding disclose reality in the perspective 
of human beings, not reality as it is* This difficulty arises of course* How 
can one say that* How can one say only in the human perspective unless one has 
a glimpse of reality as it is in itself? And that has created a difficulty for 
Nietzsche for some time which he disposed of in the way which I shall show now* 

Now both common sense understanding and scientific understanding are essentially 
fragmentary* They are insufficient for guiding human life* We turn, therefore, 
to philosophy* Compared with philosophic thought common sense thought and 
scientific thought ere poorer* What then is philosophy? 

What about the philosophic system? The striking fact for Nietzsche as well 
as for all people ofhis persuasion is the variety of philosophic systems* Dog¬ 
matic philosophy has become incredible for Nietzsche as it has for many of his 
contemporaries* Nietzsche notes a connection: between the philosophic systems 
and the individuality of their originators* The philosophic systems seen to be 
expressions of the great individualities of the philosophers* In fcther words, 
the philosophic systems are a kind of poetry which claims to be truth* Now there 
is skepticism* AM Nietzsche says that skeptics are the only decent types among 
the philosophers, up to now, because they do nob cheat or pretend* But Nietzsche 
says skepticism is nevertheless not acceptable and not superior to its alternatives 
because to leave it at doubt is as much a choice as to risk soma thing* And 
Nietzsche finally tries to diagnose skepticism as a kind of inability to choose, 
as a |£±nd of weakness, a paralysis of the will* The details are not important; 
the conclusion I state as follows: in all these efforts Nietzsche seems to 
criticise objective knowledhe regardless where he finds it by measuring all 
alleged objective knowledge of reality by reality* D® s he net then pre~ 
suppose objective knowledge of reality? The answer which Nietzsche gives is this: 
the realty against which any objective knowledge of reality is m asured is 
complete chaos or meaninglessness* All meaning, all articulation, originates 
in living beings, and especially in man* Reality in itself rt r, to use a Kantian 
expression, the thing in itself, the true 'w&d and chaotic* On 

the other hand, the world of meaning is fictitious* Nature, as Nietzsche put it, 
is valueless,? meaningless, chaotic* Meaning and articulation are our making, 
our poetry* Because the Greek world poetry means making* 
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Tou see here the point. What Nietzsche starts from, the premise, if of course 
oas which he was not the first to introduce—that what is given is a nsrechaos, 
inar ticulate and meaningless, and all meaning is isposed upon it hy the human mind. 
But if the true world is meaningless, so much so that we cannot say anything about 
it, why not singly dismiss it or abolish it. And this is indeed what Nietzsche 
suggests. And if we abolish the notion of a true world we abolish at the same 
time the fictitious worlds namely, we take away from our world the stigma of 
fictitiouBi»ss. In brief, we know only one world} the world in which* live, the 
world is of concern to us. There is no without. But this one world, the 

world of concern to us, the world which we can understand, is relative to our 
concern. And that implies there is no concernless, completely detached, merely 
perceptive or receptive understandinf of the world. All understanding is creative, 
active. And furthermore there is an infinite variety of concerns. We may speak 
of a concern common to all men, the concern implied In the fact that all human 
beings are living beings of a certain kind, of a certain physical organization* 
Therefore, certain hints are equally accessible to all men* But what is equally 
accessible to all men is only the poorest, crudest surface of things ^ich man, 
as a mere brute of a certain kind, needs to know* What is equally accessible to 
pi i men is what we can see even on the lowest level of our existence® In other 
words if ws are merely the most stupid pointer readers, with no dl scrimination, 
no subtlety of understanding anyway is required® Everything which goes beyond 
that is accessible only in specific perspectives, in the perspectives of specific 
groups and above all in the perspectives of the richest or most profound individuals® 

So the whole argument of Nietzsche tends to this: we can say the whole 
philosophic tradition was based on a distinction between objective and subjective® 
That would be® 0 ®intolerably inadequate, but let me leave it at this reaardo True 
knowledge is objective knowledge® ® ©which may or may not be true but which has no 
real status® Nietzsche tries to replace this distinction—objective perspective, 
and Nietzsche doesn 5 t dery that he sees the snow for example that is common in 
both senses of the term®«®common, superficial. ®..Objective knowledge, in a certain 
sense common to all men and which can easily be communicated, exists® But it is 
much lower in dignity than other knowledge which does not have this character® 
So-called objective knowledge Is as perspectivic as the project! it is only poorer® 
There is only the world, of concern to us, the world constituted ty our concern® 

This world is a product of the creative activity of an infinite number of human 
generations® VJ© may say this world consists of a sedimentation of human creation— 
that we see the snow ns snow® ®® is nob given with the nature of roan, but a long 
experience of man is required to do that, to call it snow with all the variety 
of connotations and duplications* That is a cultural heritage® ®*th© world, there- 
ford, has depth and therefore it is illusive® Men can understand the world only- 
in proportion to hits own dsoths- ^ 2 r our * 4 "‘ » Nietzsche says, can 

conceive 'll ©a§y->£? vhole being, not merely our understanding and 
our sense perception© But the deeper a man the more he is he himself, a true 
individual, unique and therefore there exists an infinite variety of perspectives® 
There is an infinite variety of perspectives and of course then the question arises: 
we are back again to t he question of the tail® * o 

But what I'ried to show in this part of the argument was only this: how 
Nietzsche disposes of the threat to the project by objedtive knowledge® Answer* 
objective knowledge is merely thought, perspectivic thought, on the lowest and 
crudest level*® c 

Question© • ©Nietzsche 1 s whole philosophy implies a complete reinterpretation 
of what world means© When we speak of world we speak of a totality of beings 
which are (independent)© But for Nietzsche what we mean by world is really the 
product of a long and infinitely long cultural activity© But Nietzsche means 
something much more comprehensive and deeper® What we see is already based on a 
productive activity of man throughout infinity of generations. • ® Question© 

; 



Whafc we call objects knowledge^ merely kludge in the SS 
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following the logic of modern thougrt ...It is an wie wr«... 
creation. Try to think that over. 
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*oaI use the stronger and clearer Nistzschean term, nihilism, but what wo 
ordinarily scan by relativism is of course what Nietzsche has in mind* The 
difficulty seems to be this: that the project or image is proceeded by objective 
knowledge* This objective knowledge leads to nihilism* But yet it has retained, 
it seems, the higher dignity which certain knowledge cannot help possessing* And 
Nietzsche cannot establish fully the diffiity of the project if he does not destroy 
the validity of objective knowledge* One can state the difficulty with which 
Nietzsche is confronted also as follows, going back to that s impl e difficulty of 
which it e have spoken before* that historicism seems to become involved in a funda¬ 
mental absurdity by saying that all thought is historical and yet exempting the 
histori cis t thought itself from this verdict* I believe I do not have to repeat 
t his difficulty 5 we have discussed it before* All thought is his tori cal j this 
thought seecm to be self contradictory because this thought itself, I mean the 
thought that all thought is historical, seems to be transhistorical* And this seems 
to show that ore cannot possibly escape fresu transhistorical or objective thought* 

Now for all these reasons Nietzsche is trying to abolish the dignity of objective 
thought* And the conclusion is this: all thought is historical,, In Nietzschs # s 
formulation: all thought is perspectivity* The variety of historical perspectives 
is only one part of the variety of perspectives, but the most important, the most 
interesting part* So-called objective thought is not objective* It is merely 
perspectivic thought on the lewest levelo Now Nietzsche has expressed this idea 
in many passages of his t/orlcs, but I believe the clearest is the following one 
which—I don’t know whether it is accessible in English transla ti on—in a posthumous 
i 7 o xk called the Will to Power, aphorism 560, I find this note* "That thing? have a 
character or quality TntEemselves, that is to say, independently of interpretation 
and subjectivity, is a wholly arbitrary hypothesis* This hypothesis would pre¬ 
suppose that interpreting and subjectivity are not essential, that a thing divorced 
from all relations, to the knower, is still a thing* Just the reverse* The 
seemingly objective character of things, could this not be understood as a gradual 
difference within the subjective* In other words, what we call objectivity is only 
one kind of subjectivity* Nietzsche illustrates this as follows: "For example 
that which changes slowly appears to us as objective, that is to say, as permanent, 
as being, as in itself*" So that the objective would only be a false genus of 
species within the subjective* 

I have tried to state this as follows: that Nietzsche is trying to replace 
the old and time-honored distinction between the objective and the subjective by 
a distinction between the surface and the depth* ??hat is traditional3y called 
objective is the surface of things® And what is traditionally depreciated as 
subjective is, at least partly, the depth—partly because we disregard mere 
delusions and mere madness like I am the emporcr of China (I used the example 
last time)* Nov? the surface knowledge, the surface perspective, is the common— 
the domrnon, what is accessible to every man on the lowest level of his creativity, 
of perceptivity, the vulgar 0 On the other hand, the depths gg things is recognized 
in a more personal way and the deeper, the more personal* So the vulgarity of the 
surface knowledge there corresponds the depths or genuineness of the knowledge of 
the depths of things* 

In other words, the objective knowledge presupposes the lust of self* Only 
in what would traditionally be called subjective knowledge would the self be as 
self the actor® I will come back to that* Let me first finish this part of the 

argumento 

There is this difficulty* vThen we say that all thought is perspectivity 
everything is seen in a specific perspective* Does this thought not imply something 



like the Kantian thing in itself * something which is presupposed in any per¬ 
spectivic seeing* something which can be seen in infinite variety of perspectives 
but which* as it wore* precedes any perspective perception* Nietzsche is trying 
to get rid of that© This presupposition of one*s perspective seeing is a mere 
x which can never be gotten hold of because whenever it is gotten hold of it is 
gotten'hold of in a specific perspective* This so-called thing in itself is 
complete meaninglessness or chaos* And Nietzsche draws the final conclusion and 
says let us drop this notion of the thing in itself altogetherj there is not a 
true worlds there is only the one world constituted by human creativity* But this 
world were* as it were, multi-colored and that is* of course* gross understatement* 

It is accessible and reveals itself in an infinite variety of perspectives and 
each of these perspectives is true* reveals something* 

I think we have reached this point last time and I will first conclude this 
part of the argument before we have a discussion* Now there is one very obvious 
difficulty * There in an infinite variety of perspectives* That seems to mean 
mere chaos* AM the second difficulty: is not the inside into the perspectivic 
character of all thought, is this inside not transperspectivic? Do I not stand 
outside any specific perspectives when I realize that all thought is perspectivic? 

And if that would be the case then we would be compelled to reintroduce the Kantian 
distinction between the tilings in itself and appearances* because the transperspective 
thought would bo aware of the thing in itself whereas in all perspectivic thought 
we would be under the spell of appearances* 

Ncxt how does Nietzsche try to solve this difficulty? There is a variety of 
perspectives* an infinite variety, surelyo But Nietzsche adds there is a hierarchy 
of these perspectives* There is a different degree of conqprehensiveness or of 
justice* As Nietzsche himself puts it t assuming the perspectivic character of all 
thought, the problem of hierarchy* of order of rank* becomes the central problem* 

This hierarchy* as well as any other hierarchy* points to a summit* There nrust be 
the most comprehensive perspective* a perspective in which man is* in principle* 
open to everything© In other words* the absolute perspective* And that is* indeed* 
the conclusion to which Nietzsche eventually arrives 0 The absolute perspective is 
the perspective in. which, the perspectivic character of all thought is seen* 

Sc* in other words* Nietzsche 9 s final solution of this difficulty is then different 
from that of Hegel* The historical character of all thought* the fact that every 
thinker is the son of his time* is realized in the fullness of time* So that* 
while Hegel, for example* is the son of his time and that seems to relativiea 
He gel* s thought* but it does not because that time to which He gel 8 s insi 
belongs is the absolute time* the fullness of tine© FuManentally in the same 
way, Nietzsche has to solve the difficulty* His thought is located at the peak 
of history* 

Thera are great differences between Hegel and Nietzsche* also regarding this 
veiy point, but that I will take up later* To repeat* Nietzsche tries to solve 1 % 

the difficulty created by the variety of perspectives by asserting that there is : ;,v 
a hierarchy of such perspectives pointing to a most comprehensive or absolute 
perspective* Of course there is some empirical evidence for that© Tie know this - A v*v* 
all the time* TJs say of a man he is veiy narrow© So* in other words* that he 
denies certain phenomena or is blind to them* we are not particularity impressed 1 :Q 
by that because we say because we say* well, he lias a narrow perspective* And V 

if you enlarge and radicalize this idea you can arrive at the notion that there ^- 2 

right be, at least theoretically there is a possibility* of an all-compraheneive ^ 
perspective* 

Now in order to understand Nietzsche*s views somewhat better and also another 
attempt to explain the necessity for studying these things* I would like to make 
this suggestion: that Nietzsche*s doctrine which is by no means shared by many ' 
people* that Nietzsche*s doctrine is a culmination of modem thought as such© f 

I w ill first try to formulate the result of these reflections of Nietzsche and then 





link it up© Nietzsche's abolition of the thing in itself and his assertion of the 
infinite variety of perspectives* that all thought is perspecrfcivic* means this* 
that man is fully at home inte world 'which is his* man's world® Man is fully 
at home* that must- be intelligently understood* man can bo and should be fully 
at home* but most people are not® But naan* as man* can bo and should be® Ucpr lo'k 
me explain this first® Han is fully at home in the world® There is no without* 
there is no otter worldj there is no other life® As Nietzsche put it* in the 
strongest expression* God is dead® All ascetic ideas are fatal to life* fatal to 
man® Nietzsche uses the old formula of Rousseau* to turn to nature—which cannot ^ 
mean the same thing in Nietzsche as it meant in Rousseau* obviously* but as an 
indication also of the connection, we turn to nature® Nietzsche’s formula is, 
in the Zara thus tra , remain loyal to the earth, to the body® There are no absolute, 
unchangsablo standards of human perfection® Or to state it a little more clearly* 
there *re no transcendent standards® The very notion of an ideal becomes problematic® 

As Nietzsche sometimes puts it* ideals are wishes® But Nietzsche himself has what 
he would call an ideal, an image of man® But the ima^ of man as Nietzsche conceives 
of it is conceived, is understood by him not as an ideal but as a potentiality* a 
projection of what man can and therefore already is, whereas an ideal would seem to 
be a mere postulate® Thais much about the meaning of: man can bo fully at home in 
the world® 

Now to the second part of this proposition! the world is his world® Is man 
not radically different from everything in the world? Nature is valueless* as 
Niotzscte puts it, meaningless® How can man be at home in such a world? Is he 
not a complete stranger in it? Nietzsche's answer is this* the world of which he 
is speaking is not nature or the natural world, the valueless world* but man's 
world* the world which has become thorou^Jily imbued with human meaning by man* by 
mon e s^creativity 0 The world thus understood is, of course, historical, because its 
being imbued with human meaning is the historical process® Now this is then what 
Nietzsche means by that and why is this so important to us—independently of the 
question of truth or falsehood® Because, as I said in this view* the modem 
tendencies, the tendencies of modern thought seem to have come to a culmination® 

And you will see that immediately* or almost immediately, if I . use now two slogans © 

For the first part of ray propositon, man is fully at lione in the to rid* let us call 
that realism or this«TOrIdliness® This-*worIdliness is indeed translated from the 
German* if I am well informed® But it is immediately intelligible in English* I 
take it® And the second part of the proposition* the world is his world, the 
sovereignty of man® 

Now let us have a look at the pre—history® I begin with Hachiavelli because* 
as far as I can see* modem thought really begins with Hachiavella.® In trying to 
describe Machi&velli's thought, to cannot help using the term realism, a term which 
is of course never used by Hachiavelli himself® ‘.hen Hachiavelli makes his famous 
remark in the fifteenth chapter of The Prince that one should take one's bearings 
not by how men ought to live, but by hear men do live* that is a crucial and an ^ | 

epoch-making stetSrenb® Or to express it differently* the standards v/hich Hachiavelli 
recognizes* from which he begins, at least, are the standards actually accepted by tti 
all societies^ not the standards of what societies should aspire to* but that towards 
which all societies actually aspire5 no standards transcending those aspired to by • 
societies themselves^ ‘ TJcwthis means, contrasted - ith the pre-^aohiavellian notion, , 
a lowering of the standards, something higher is simply cut off and denied® Dub ? 

this lowering of the standards leads to the following result* there is* from the 
traditional point of view, a high improbability of ever actualizing or realizing J 

the high and lofty standards* these utopian standards® The standards which 
Machiavclli recognizes are so that their actualization is at least possible, if A | 

not probablej and that means man's power becomes much greater^ man's dependence 
on chance* which was so crucial for classical political philosophy* ceases to 
be as great as it was® In Hachiavelli®s telling expression* chance is a woman® 










Chance Is not something elusive which cannot be grasped, but chance is a woman, 
who can be forced by the right kind of men* In other words, whereas for earlier 
political thoughts especially clearly in Aristotle and Plato, there were different 
social orders required for different types of men* Freedom is not the fruit of 
every climate* as it was said by Roussoau© So there are nations fit by nature for 
despotic rules nations fit by nature for royal rules nations fit by nature for 
republican government and so on, and so on Q Surely empirically that is so a But 
that is very unimportant© If you apply the necessary pressure or heat, as it 
were, you can transform any nation into anything you want. Well, of course, it 
is not a matter of one or two dayss it may take a couple of generations. But 
there are no natural limitations to human powers that is the crucial point. 

Nature is only something tentative, as it were, provisional, of which man is a 
musto To repeat, in Mnchiavelli we have already, in a much more limited and much 
more intelligible form, this unity of realism, on the one hand, and the sovereignty 
of man on the other© These nd&ons seem to belong to entirely different families, as 
it wore, but they have the same parents from the very beginning. 

Not if 7/e take a much later stage, say in the seventeenth century when modern 
philosophy in the more technical sense of the term develops, there we have this new 
kind of philosophy which is most clearly seen in Descartes and Hobbes, and which I 
suggested vre should call dogmatism based on radical skepticism; that is a novelty© 
That had not existed before—absolute skepticism or radical skepticism, the 
beginning of Bejcartes* meditations with the universal doctrine© Now on the basis 
of "this dogmatism based on skepticism, the fundamental phenomenon is the ego, the 
I» the consciousness, as it came to be called later. Now this discovery of the 
ego iraans.oothe discovery of the fear of the sovereignty of man. In Doscartes 8 
argument the first thing of which man is absolutely sure and which is only in 
man’s pOTer—that is the fact that he is thinking. And Descartes makes it©©, 
even if there were a vicious god, omnipotent, vicious god, who is always trying 
to deceive us, that would presuppose that we have a mind, otherwise he couldn’t 
deceive us© But this mind, which has in itself, as mind, the possibility o£ 
doubting, by actualizing this doubt, I am free from the omnipotent god^ from such 
a hypotbotis? l?v as.-^imed omnipotent god who is trying to deceive ms© Here is the 
sphere and the home of man’s sovereignty© ^or—Here is this fear in the home of 
man 9 s sovereignty© (tape unclearthe whole of man’s sovereignty©/ But this 
ego with its ideas, in the Descartes—Lockxan sense of the word, is of course cut 
off from 7/hat wo would call the real world. This is a world outside of the 
consciousness© And the great question became then, for many generations of 
Western thought* how can the ego in its bcac of the consciousness, in its dark 
box, how can it ever come out of that to the real world? That is the problem 
cf the unknowable thing in itself. Strictly speaking, it cannot get out. But 
it doesn’t have to get out because it can do bettor on the basis of the data 
vhich are supplied to it from without—«v/e don’t khow how but there are just same 
bangs on that box from outside and we don’t know where the bangs come from© But 
we can organize these bangsj we can interpret themj we can give than sense, human 
sense© That is the meaning of understanding the world and the meaning of 
science© In other words, wo construct a clear and distinct isorld, a perfectly 
intelligible world, the world of the universal mechanism© 

Now here, we have the sovereignty of man, the constructive freedom of the 
human mind, the Kantian formula, the understanding precribed nature its laws, 
the fundamental laws of nature arc not the laws belonging to rr ture as a thing 
in itself, but they have their origin in the understanding which prescribes nature 
its laws© And the realism, the complete dropping—the only world which we know, 
to which we have access, which can be of any meaning to us, is our world, this 
worldo Now this is developed, this scheme as it can© out through the common 
efforts of men like Descartes and Hobbes—the universal mechanism, which of course 
for most of the physicists and most men was taken to be just the true world, that 
goes without saying 0 But the more sophisticated men like Hobbes knew that this 
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y ms wrong* Host this universal n^chanism produces men* Man 5 s humanity comes nnto 
being by this non-teleological, mechanical process* But that means again, tn-3 
higher man 9 3 humanity originates in the lower,—out of matter or of mere 
brutish life the humanity .emerges* In the course of the process* man, the 
product of nature* becomes the master of nature. Nature has become, at the end $ 
nan®'3 property, man !j s worldo I leave it at these remarks just to indicate to 
you that Nietzsche 8 s formulation is based on a long effort of more than about 
three centuries of modern thought and in a way summarises it arid pinning it to 



its perfection® % . _ r . $fe\- 

New before I go on to my next theme, I would like to know whether have ^ 
made myself understood® ao©One could give this formula for the absolute perspective* 
the absolute perspective is taat in which what was previously unknown has become 
known. Something of utmost importance®,«»Bp to now people believed •••that these 
ideas had an objective support— nature, reason. Code And now it has been 
reali zed that all these ideas were human creation® In other words, the absolute 
moment is the moment in which the creator reaches full SQlf-con 3 ciousne 3 s» » » • 

Your difficulty can be stated as follows* does not an absolute perspective 
require an absolute? Yes, But the absolute does not have to be outside of the 
subject a outside of the thinker} it can be he, himself—-not this arbitrary and 
contingent individual, but nan. In the moment in which man becomes fully aware 
of the °fact that he is the origin of all meaning and all value—that is the 

absolute moment* Question® ... 

oa*?he question of the horizon arises only in an intermediate stage® You 
have the closed horizons prior to modern historical consciousness, prior to 
relativism® Then relativism emerges and that means the destruction of horizons® 

But that is ni hili sm® Nietzsche, by overcoming nihilism, restores the horizon, 
inich however can no longer be one of these partial horizons within wnich man 
could live a human life, but it will be a new horizon® We *11 take this up later* 

*••Nietzsche and Hegel?®**Ori[?Jially there was only opposition to Hegsl, 

Nietzsche having been trained or corrupted or however you might call it by 
Schopenhauer, who was a violent sworn enemy of Hegel, but the more Nietzsche^ 
became himself, the more bis position became a modified Hegelianism®»«©Superficially 
stated, Schopenhauer rejected the so-called historical consciousness and Nietzsche 
never rejected, not even in his early period, of course© And that connected him 
with Hegel* His final position is really a restatement of the Hegelian view, 
with considerable modification* 

ooolfp to now man was directed by ideals which he thought bad an objective 
foundation—nature or @od or reason* So there was not a question of being a 
self, but of being good® These ideafe have been destroyed© We have seen that they 
are a.11 human creations® ITjat is the situation?—either complete degradation 


abandoning all aspirations, all aspirations which up to now were aspirations 
towards goodness or nobility are abandoned because we have soen the groundless 
character of nobility and goodnoss 0 But the alternative is to set projects, goals, 
in a sovereign and in a free manner, to ba yourself*,**T?hen you read in the present- 
day existentialist literature you get the impression, and thu t is probably what 
some of them mean, that this distinction between self and loss of self, ttevt is 
rooted in the fundamental situation of man® Therefore there is a kind of fr * 

equivalent of the nature of man© *® ©Nietzsche does not do that® Nietzsche is, in 
this respect, much more radically historical *by saying even this alternative, as 
our mor al alternative, is our moral alternative, not the moral alternative**** 
o«oooNietzsche . regarded himself as the man who brought the anti—teleological 
tendency of modern thought to its culmination® End of qua stion period® ^ 

I would like first to treat this part and perhaps some difficulties will 
disappear, others w ill emerge© Now in spite of Nietzsche *3 abolition of the_^v : .v^^ 
true world or the thing in itself, in spite of his denial of the very possibility ^ 
of absolute truth, Nietzsche continues to speak of the erroneous character ^ 
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of the world, of the one world© Wiy does he do this? The world is dead, mean¬ 
ingless® If we are not motivated by some interest, that is to say by desires 
and passions, if this is so, interest,—desires or passions—is that behind 
which we cannot go® Interest—desires or passions—that is the reality© But 
interest—desire or passion—are not directed towards the truth; therefore the 
world created by cur desires, passions, interests is fiction© It obviously is 
an exaggerated expression in order to make dear that there Is no p rimar y 
direction to our truth© What Nietzsche indicates can be stated as follows* 
the world which we can understand, which can be of any concern to us, which has 
meaning for us, must be grounded in concern© Being grounded in concern and 
being opened up to us by concern it is not accessible to concernless looking at, 
to detached looking at, to objective knowledge® The question arises: what is 
that concern which builds up the world, our worldo Let us go back to the 
beginning, to Nietzsche s s primary assumption—and everything depends on this— 
that primary assumption being that all meaning and all articulation is our 
making, our fiction, our poetry© I mentioned last time that the Greek word for 
poetry is possis ; it has this moaning of making and fiction as wello All 
understanding is simplification, ordering, articulation, putting a stand on 
whatever is given© What in us does this making? Kant said* reason or under¬ 
standing which organizes the sense data—core generally, tho consciousness 
organizes what is given to us© Yet Nietzsche says consciousness is only a 
surface phenomenons trufc hi thought® occuijbo us—which means we, our consciousness, 
is not the master of our thoughts* Not, I think, but it thinks in me 0 That is, 
by the way P the root of the Freudian notion of the id® Our thoughts arise out 
cf the depths which is beneath of the consciousness© That depth is called by 
Nietzsche, the self© But that self is inseparable from tho body® I quotes 
“Degree and land of the sexuality of the human being reaches up into the highest 
summit of his mind®" So the self is then the vrhola man, tho whole fact—-man, as 
Nietzsche calls it® Man, not the consciousness, is the creator, the mater of 
the world, the giver of meaning© What then is it which makos nan man? What is 
the es son os of man? Nietzsche says: man cannot be defined; man is an a n i m al 
which lias not yet been—in German festgestclib— which means man is an animal 
which has not yet been defined or identified or established® Man has come into 
being, but he is not yet completed® This being the case wo need a formula which 
comprised the lowest as well as the highest in man— 1 which comprises the highest 
man who might be more than just man as well as the lowest man who would be sub¬ 
human© Therefor* no idealistic or spiritualistic definition will do® W© shall 
not think the mind is in any way essential© Nietzsche says it is much better to 
listen to the cynics who find the root of human life, of human activity, in such 
things as hunger, sex, or vanity© 

But these suggestions of these people whom Nietzsche in many ways despises, 
but of whom he says they can be very clever and shrewd, these suggestions are 
unacceptable as they stand because they cannot account for creativity® Hunger, 
sax, and vanity are not creative —we can never understand man’s building up the 
world from hunger, sex, or vanity® Thus, in other words, they do not explain 
why man is putting the stamp of meaning on the given© And therefore Nietzsche 
suggests as an alternative to hunger, sex, or vanity, the will to power© Thab is 
his formula o The will to power—that moans, in the first place, the fundamental 
fact in man and therefore I come to Nietzsche’s hypothesis in all beings® 
ffihQ fundamental factJ 7 is action, not something reactive® For examplo—adaptation 
or adjustment* they are secondaries, derivatives® The fundamental fact is ax 
active—you can say aggressive thing, tho will to power© Nietzsche distinguishes 
the will to power from another famous principle^^elf-pre serration® Self- 
preservation, he says, is still teleological© And that is very strange because 
we know that the principle of self-preservation as it came to be understood 
since the seventeenth ecntury©»*Kobbcs was meant to be a substitute for teleology 




as X have explained on a number of occasions « -1 can* t go into that now© 

Nietzsche seems to mean this—ho doeoii 1 ^ develop the thesis & ■whoa you speak 
of self-preservation you have still an end in view, lif% the preservatioh of 
life* You are still, to use an awful ward, a rationalist, you have an end in 
view* The will to power is non-teleological© That has much more the character 
of letting off steam| there is no end in view* That is the crucial point for 
Nietzsche© KietsschQ also uses another term for will to power! namely, growth, 
almost in the s enss in which John Dewey uses the tem," contrary of course to 
what we all knar about growth-if we look at a puppy or at a tape© there is alsrays 
an end to growth* I moan puppies don*t grow infinitolyj trees don*t grow 
infinitely—hut here the notion of growth without a term of growth* The only 
difference between Nietzsche and Dewey, I believe, in this respect, is this 
that Dewey thinks that if everyone grows, just grows, indefinitely, no one 
will be hurt by tho process* "hereas Nietzsche is sure that if eveiyone grows 
quite a few people will bo hurt, naturally. In this respect, Nietzsche is more 
realistic, /believe, than Dewey is© The will to live is for Nietzsche only 
the lowest form of the will to power© New it is then this will to power which 
animates our desires and passions and is active in all of than in various ways, 
and espec ially , of course, as regards thoughts—the thoughts are, says Nietzsche, 
only a behaviour or relation of the desires and passions towards each other* 

These tilings are now very familiar from Freudj Freud developed this part of 
Nietzsche*s thought® Thought is derivative! thought is moved and directed by 
will—the vail to power* And this leads to the consequence that the highest 
activities of man have to be understood as modifications of the vail to power* 

For example, philosophy is, as Nietzsche puts it, the most spiritualized will 
to power* True love is also a modification of the will to power and so on, 
and so on* So what does Nietzsche have in mind when he speaks of will to power? 
There are various levels and of course there is the famous psychology of 
Nietzs-he in which he lays bare en masse the seamy elements in ffiEiy things which 
are generally regarded as very pure and noble and he finds there the element 
of power and the will to power© A famous example is love, generally regarded as 
the most altruistic of all feelings and Nietzsche tries to show how much of will 
to power there is in love© X refer especiall^to the pcssessivencss implied in 
much of what we call love© But of course allAthongs would in no way be 
decisive! X mention them only in passing* They are not the root of Nietzsche *s 
uliought© 

Tile phenomenon with which Nietzsche is primarily X3 the phenomenon of 
knowledge, and hei*e Nietzsche has an old and respectable ancestry® 1*11 
mention only two names: Hobbes—we understand only what we make, to know is 
to make! Kant—the understanding prescribes nature its laws} knowledge is a 
constructive, organizing activity© That has an old history long before Nietzsche * 
iVhat Nietzsche adds is only this* this constructive, organizing activity must 
be understood as an activity of a living being, of an organism, as people say© 

And then Nietzsche says, as it were, show me, give rae a formula of that activity 
of an organism which makes intelligible 3n organizing and constructive activity© 
And lie thinks the only answer is the will to power* But there is another 
phenomenon apart from that of knowledge of which Nietzsche was tliinlcLng—or 
at least so-called apparent phenomenon^—the phenomenon of history© Starting 
from the surface, thare is * * * the struggle for power among statesman! 
within states among various groups© The expansionism of states—what is that 
but tho will to power* Here it seems to be just a statement of an obvious fact* 
More precisely, and somewhat more deeply, history is not a teleological process*** 
But on the other hand, Nietzsche says, it is not an absolutely accidental process, 
a completely senseless process© It is not a completely senseless process if it is 
conceived in terms of the will to power* V/hy that? History cannot bo understood 
teleologically~for Nietzsche this is obvious* On the other hand, if to 


understand It as a purely accidental process^ neanin&Less, Just the outcome 
*©*of human actions*,vrfithout any rhyme or reason© Hot if neither teleological 
nor mere accidental are sufficient, Metes cha says than, we have to fall back on 
the will to povirer* Only on the basis of the -prill to power, Nietzsche seems to 
contend, progress —-history can be conceived of as a progressive process—a 
progress which does not require transcendent goals but—well how can you 
speak of progress if there are no transcendent goals towards which the process 
takes pl«ace*a**You do not have to look toward transcendent gpals; you merely 
compare them among themselves 0 More precisely, overcoming of the given or 
the preceding i*y that he means the will to power, the will to overcome o 
The will to power**»is a necessary Implication of the idea of progressj it is 
the formula for progress* 

1 will try to explain this a bit* Progress might mean, and that it 
doubtless meant originally, progress toward fixed, unchangeable goals—say, 
the perfection of man 3 s nature, knowledge of the truth, establishment of the 
just society* That is a simple and vary tangible notion of progress* But let 
us look at it more closely* In this notion of progfeess the good thing is the 
ends ft°t the way, not the progress, not the move :ont* In other words, this 
old fashioned notion of progress depreciates the progressive movement* ^’ha 
end alone counts, not the movement* Therefore there is a tendency in modern 
times to gat rid ^f those ends in order to enjoy the movement. The perfection 
of man traditionally called the happiness —and happiness means a state of 
perfection, of completion, no movement 0 And that was disliked from the very 
beginning© 

Change of Ihpe 

* or, And Hobbes says human life can be compared to race 0 And, for example, 
fbo see the other fall means to Jaught And he gives the formula for each passion 
in terms of race situatian 0 But then felicity, what is felicity^ ifhuman life 
is just a race**** 

But a number of other parts of this process can be indicated briefly,* For 
example £ it was argued: the end cannot transcend the process or pr ecede the process 
because progressive knowledge modifies the end. So the end itself must be pro¬ 
gressive and therefore the end itself changes or moves. And needless to say, if 
knowledge is not perception of something given, but creation, the ends must be 
hu2©,n creations- And therefore being human creations, the ends themselves belong 
to the movement, to the flux, to the progress. Progress must be understood in a 
radically different way, not in reference in any preceding or transcendent ends* 

But in what way? How can we speak of progress? You see, in a certain stage of 
this development * a * « T T hen youspeak of a progress, a way, a progressive movement, 
you must have a tern, otherwise you cannot speak of a progressive movemento 
Not the simple notion, of course, is to say we know the end* So vze move in this 
way»„ 00 8ut that has these difficulties, from the modem point of view* VJhat 
can you do? Now let us make the opposite premise: the beginning, and let us 
assume the beginning is absolutely even* Could we not them say that every 
removal from this absolutely even is progressive by virtue of its going away from 
thato Now that this is not just a joke you see from the fact—think only of what 
Hobbes meant by the state of nature* If the state of nature, the only thing 
natural, the only (firm) given, is something absolutely bad, then this can act 
as a negative standard* In other words you can speak of progress if you have 
a negative standard* Men*s ever increasing control of hostile nature—that is 
progress—within these limits becomes possible* 





Nov; 'Nietzsche cannot accept this very simple scheme for other reasons* but 
the thought which Kistssche sc r;.s to Yt-js had is this: while there arc no 
transcendent, fixed ;J eternal ends, there nay, nevertheless* be superiority* 

You have a certain stage of civilisation and tten suddenly acreative man. appears 
mid "opens up a nev? possibility* £$o thin^T this •.possibility^lA\s6xperi'or fcowh^jti 
already is can be understood on the basis of what pepjSe imderstaM already 
There is a new creative***# a new possibility which then proves to be higher 
In other words, if you conceive of every given creation, of every perceiving ,/v 
creation, there is something which t can 

And I think that was a very important B»iive In Rietzsch®, to retain the 
m3 a-artfulness of history while radically abandoning any teleology* Nietzsche 
seems to say that the/vdll po power alone makes intelligible the possibility of 
progress as an essential character of human life, as a possibility only. 

Due here there is one apparent difficulty and that is.».I vdJJL mention that 
and then iiaka another stop* So Nietzsche* 8 philosophic doctrine, then, is a 
doctrine of the will to power« The will to power is said to* be that by virtue 
of which the world, man ? s world is. The philosophy or the doctrine of the vdLU 
tc puwer cannot be a philosophical or metaphysical doctrine old style. Naturally 
Nietzsche has rejected the posedbility of objective and theoretical philosophy. 

Hew can hi3 cvan doctrine of the will to power be an objective doctrine? The 
doctrine of the will to power must be itself a work of the will to power, of 
Nietzsche^ will tc power, a project or rejection of Nietzsche* s self, an 
expression of Nietzsche 8 s w f urklaiBenta 1 wiH M ~and that is what Nietzsche himself 
was honest enough to say. Vfnat then does Nietzsche will when teaching the will 
to power? I read to you a passage from Beyond Good and Evil , aphorism six. 

,! 0 no will do well and wisely if one wishes to understand how on earth the more 
subtle, ^taphysical assertions of a philosopher ever arose, to ask each time 
izm t $orb of which we raised as 

jfollcsf/s? what does -to power, what is the 

mcrality •^i<^ \Nietesd'he wants to in another passage of 

Beyond Good and Evil uses occasionally this expression: "the politic*! {moral). 15 
So political arid moral are. inseparable; one throws Sight on the other. Vhat then, 
I say 5 is the moral political conception of Nietzsche Tn&t alone can give 

a clue to his doctrine of the will to power and therefore retroactively on these 
very reasonings viiich light up to t he doctrine of the will no newer© 

• .given the o£ Mstzsche.,. our question roads: how 

-did Nietzsche understand the. moral and political problem of nis time? Only 
by understanding Nietzsche^s analysis of the nineteen! and twentieth centuries— 
because h© gave a prospective analysis of the twentieth, century — can v;a understand 
Nifctsscho 8 s seemingly purely theoretical philosophy. 

How before I turn to ttet, Ivould like to make sure that this intermediate ; 
step has been.**in otbe|* words, we cannot leave it yet, at Nietzsche’s doctrine 
of-the ^,11 to deeper-e»sdb'^« what is he driving at, 

reaching is he driving at, in or -br to understand his 
But still the very terms of the seemingly theoretical 
teaching—the vd.ll to power*—should at least be c3.ear, otherwise there is no 
<t:& in continuing* Is there any difficulty any specific fonsulable difficulty? 
Gii®st±on»«« J££ you speak of progress of knowledge-q-for example why is modern ' 
physics a progress beyond Newtonian physics. That would be then established 
according to wtei is the objective of orysics and see that modern 


■aa political 
1 teachir sr < 
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xlo: 


that© 


iut sti 


113., I don : t want to pass the buck© 


how does 


Nietzsche mean that? One would have to give an example* .where objective knowledge 
vrould not seem to be necessary© Tc anticipate an example which I have to mention 
in another come oticra-when Nietzsche thinks the biblical §cd and the morality 
demanded by the biblical God is too crude, what kind of knowledge is here pre— 


50, 


letting alone the question of the truth© But what—Nietssehe simply 



finds that this belief and the content of this belief do not impress him as 
holy® But how can he call it progress? He conceives of that as progress® Answer c 
Because he knows that his ismainity to the biblical fact is due to the fact that he 
and his ancestors have gone through a process of Christianity zation# Is it 
objective? I ask you* really, is it objective khowledg©.®** 

Question®®®®! have nyself great difficulty in understanding Nietzsche aad I 
am really trying not to prevent the understanding of Nietzsche on my part or 
on your part by any premature criticism® What Nietzsche seems to think is this: 
let us take any state of affairs, any society and then there are, of course, always 
people “ ho remain below the level which has been achieved, which, on the basis of 
the standards of their society are lower® Surely® But there also is a possibility 
that sons one comes up to deviate, but in a way which appears on this basis of a 
way of understanding as higher® The standard for saying higher is really then 
net the truths the absolute truth, but what is already admitted® In other words, 
is tills not possible * Look at the Marxist concept which is only a modification 
of Hegel* You have a certain state of society characterized by contradictions® 

And this is an impossible situation® There are fundamentally two ways of, if 
you radicalize the problem, of getting rid of the contradictions® The one is a 
movement back; and the other is a new movement which has not yet existed® 

The movement back is impossible because we already know it will lead again into 
the same contradictions® So there is no prospect in itself. In this part of 
the argument there is no reflection on the end* What I fl ra driving at is this: 

I don°t say this disposes of the difficulty; we only show that this way of 
thinking is not specifically Nietzschean® It belongs to the®®®and to the historical 
consciousness—-the belief that you can do without transcendent goals® Ultimately 
I believe the difficulty comes back, but within a certain level of the argument, 
the difficulty doesn*t seem to appear® And what Nietzsche seems to have in mind 
is this: as an individual you are on a certain stage® And sometime later you know 
that you have grown out of that; you have reached a higher degree of maturity, or 
whatever you might call it® Do you need far that a vision of the fully nature man? 

You see the difficulty c »®® 

I would say generally this: I think that in the nineteenth century generally 
the notion of an end preconceived, apprehended in advance, with a view to which we 
may speak of progress and make actual progress gradually disappears® And people 
still wanted to preserve the notion of progress® Perhaps something of this kind 
is already implied in Hegel® And this aspect of the so-called dialectics® You 
have a certain state of things, and this state of things points to another state 
cf things,. It only points to another state of things; the movement is this way 0 *« 0 
You know you cannot help moving in this direction given these state of affairs® 

And the end, sii^ce this is a meaningful process, can appear only at the end when 
the whole problem is completed and we see—oh yes the outcome of it is that man 
has become fully concious of himselijknd then the whole process appears as a meaning¬ 
ful process® In otherwords, wasn 8 1 the dialectic* , to begin with, an attempt to 
get rid of the strict and simple teleology implied in the earlier views 0 

r uestion*®ooIn other words, only if there is an absolute determination in one 
direction as it is, for example, according to the Marxist doctrine, the question 
of ends becomes meaningless® But in fact even in Marxian this is not soooobecause 
there always remains the alternative of a destruction of civilization® And 
therefore the 'question is really this: is the destruction of civilization better or 
worse than the world society as Marx conceived of it® So there is really an 
alternative * Only the Marxist raalize that no sane person would consider destruction of 
civilisation* But that is not so simple® 

For Nietzsche there is an alternative, a real alternative® >*hy does he 
prefer the one to the other? Does he not prefer it on rational grounds—that is 
what you were saying®o®.But he would say this: this alternative with which he, a 
modem nan, is confronted is the unf oar seen and unforseeable outcome of a non- 
teleological process® It is the outcome of creations, of free creations, which 


were in no way directed toward it © So I think the difficulties which arise, would, 
■> I believe, have to be stated somewhat differently© 

I would like, then, if there is still some time—oh, no there isn*t~well, 

I have to postpone that© Hext time I v/ould like to indicate briefly, because that 
is of eons importance, Nietzsche*s political moral view of the future of mankind, 
his project, his image of man, and I hope to find the time to indicate what were, 

I believe, the problem-even if one grants Nietzsche quite a few things which 
one cannot grant—and that is connected with his doctrine of the eternal return© 

To state this only with a few words—*in the doctrine of the will to power is 
linked up with a certain understanding of the situation of modern man® 4nd 
modern rnan, according to Nietzsche, is confronted with this choice© In the 
language which I used before—the otheredirected man and the completely self- 
directed mans in Nietzsche 5 s language the last man, the man who has lost all 
possibility of self-contempt (?) and is perfectly self satisfied on the lowest 
level of human existence $ and the other alternative is what is called by Nietzsche 
the superman* Now this is for Nietzsche, indeed, the final alternative~but Mien 
he says man has not yet been defined or established h» means it has not yet been 
decided which way man will go© And that is entirely undecided and depends on 
what man is actually doing© So that is the final choice and being the final 
choice, it means Nietzsche’s vision of the possibility belongs to the final 
moment in the sense that the highest knowledge, the highest possibile knowledge 
of what is has been achieved by Nietzsche© So, in other words, Nietasche too, 
as I said before, ends as Hegel ended: there is a culminating moment, a peak, 
which is a historical moment, but the absolute moment in history© Nietzsche 8 s 
term for that is noon© Contrary to Hegel, he does not call it the du3k© And I 
will explain what that means—you knot; Hegel 8 s formulas the ov/i of Minerva 
begins J&s at ovtsk* 

\rd this, for certain reasons which we will try to explain, this notion of 
the will to power and the superman, as the man of the highest power, is linked up 
with the doctrine of eternal return—eternal return which is in a way of course the 
denial of history, because what we call the historical process is not a unique 
process of this planet beginning mary millions of years ago and ending many of 
millions of years from now© But this process has occurred and will occur an 
infinite number of times, whereas all other historicism assumes the uniqueness of 
the historical process, Nietzsche ends with the assertion that this is an 
infinitely repeated process and meanwhile try to understand this doctrine 
So the strange thing in Nietzsche’s thought was the most radical hisioricism of 
the nineteenth century is that he ends in a return to a very old and certainly 
non-historical notion of reality© I will try, if the time is sufficient, to 
explain this * 
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* 00 We are discussing Nietzsche^s doctrine in the contaxfc of a disc ussion of 
historicisiae May I remind you again of tbs alternative—the classical view© 
According to the classical view man can transcend time and histoiy; there is a 
without, something imperishable and permanent© Against this Nietzsche asserts 
man cannot transcend, tiine and history© This insight, taken by itself, is deadly, 
which means it is deadly if it is understood in the l i ght of the traditional 
concept of truth© If we seek truth in the traditional sense of the term, we 
find nothing but meaninglessness© Truth as divine is deadly© In Nietzsche s 
formula* which means also some other things, God is dead© But if we understand 
truth as creation, creative, as perspectivic, as due to human projects, if we 
realise that meaning and value have no other origin and can have no other origin 
than human creation* ths situation changes radically© Man is, can be, should be 
fully at home in the world which is his world, and which discloses itselx in 
an infinite variety of perspectives# So-called objective thought is only 
persuectivic thought on the lowest level© There is nothing imperishable and 
permanent; there is no without© In other words what Nietzsche means can be 
stated as ~ follow s s the death of God, as Nietzsche calls it, is ultimately not 
the setting of the sun, but the liberation© Primarily it is only the setting of 
the sun, of the sun, of all orientation, but fully understood it is toe libera¬ 
tion© Ncp, once the ps rspectivic character of alljthought is seen, the problem 
becomes the problem of the hierarchy, namely of the hierarchy of perspectives# 

If there is no such hierarchy there would be mare chaos; and this hierarchy 
nscassarlly culminates in ons highest perspective which we caliche absolute 
perspective© Man has reached full self-consciousness about himself as the 
creator# Now the way is open to ths definition of man, to the establishments of 
the character of man© Prior to that there was only becoming© The way is open 
to a goal of mankind, t>« whole human race, a goal which is not 
to life, but which is compatible with loyalty to the earth and to the body# 

The absolute perspective belongs to toe absolute moment in history, to what 
Nietzsche calls neon, noontime© 

Now here the similarity and ths difference between Hegel and Nietzsche is 
clear because for Hegel the absolute moment is the beginning of dusk, at dusk, 
in which the owl of Minerva, the Goddess of wisdom, begins its flight© 

In other words, the full self-consciousness is the end© For Nietzsche it 
Is the middle of toe way© In this respect Nietzsche agrees with Mara—the famous 
formula that up to the beginning of the realm of freedom everything has been 
pre—history and only with the beginning of the realm of freedom, c£ the Communist 
world society, will there be true history© But that of course means that never- 
thelesss Marx is the first to see the true character of human life and its true 
possibilities both in the past and in the future© But with this understanding 
Marx* s materialistic philosophy of histoiy is the revelation of the situation 
of man and therefore it is a final insight in ths most Important respect, because 
at least the outlines of the new order can now be seen© Something comparable 
to that we find in Nietzsche© Nietzsche also claims to live in the absolute 
moment, but not in the absolute moment of realizat ion—the realization is a 
matter of the future®=43ut in the absolute moment of anticipation, if I may say 
r>o© In other words, Nietzsche and Marx, against Hegel, assert that there is a 
future of mankind, but & future whose possibilities and whose essential char¬ 
acter can now be understood© Yet there is this difference: for NMarx toe re is 
one and only ons the dictatorship of the proletariat; fear Nietzsche, 

however, the future is undecided; man is now at ths crossroads; there is a 
possibility of an ultimate degradation and, on the other hand, the hipest peak© 
The ultimate da gradation is what Nietzsche calls the last mai, the man who has 
lost ths very possibility of self-contempt; and the highest peak is called 



by Nietzsche superman cr overmano That is developed at the beginning of the 
Zarathustra © Man is confronted with a choice, to may say, between Communist 
world society or else a new nobility ru l i n g the plane to In other words in 
the Marxist notion withering away of the &ate, in Nietzsche not only not 
withering away of the state, but a new kind of political regime, a new nobility- 
ruling the plane to Now the peak of understanding is then, the moment in which 
the root of creativity is understood© And that root is not reason, mind, 
consciousness, but the self© And the self is inseparable from the body© So 
■we can also say, as Nietzsche sometimes says, the root of creativity is nan as 

a v?hol% the whole man© . 

But what is the essence of man as a vhole man? Man cannot yet be aeiinea, 
or has not yet been defined; therefore the formula must comprise stfcman as well 
as superman© The conclusion is: the essence is the will to power© And this 
will to power has a very great rang© reaching from the will to overpower or 
exploit others to tte will to overpower and overcome oneself© And on the 
highest level, the will to overcoras the human aLl too human altogether, and that 

means superman, the man who overcernes man© B 

The doctrine of the vdllSto power must be understood, according to Nietzsche s 
pr 5 neip!e ff as an historical doctrine* as a doctrine belonging to a specific 
historical situation arid that means, even more precisely, belonging to a specific 
oolitioal situation© I will speak of Nietzsche’s political analysis a 
bit later—first, follow the fundamental thought© Now the doctrine of the will 
to power is a historical doctrine also in the sense that it must be, according to 
Nietzsche 8 s own opinion, an expression of Nietzsche’s own "fundamental will© It 

must be an expression of Nietzsche *s self© Or mere radically, the doctrine of 
the will to power must be an expression of Nietzsche’s own will to poser© Can 
it be true—that doctrine? 

Now the statements about the true character of the doctrine of the will to 
power are contradictory in Nietzsche and not accidental© find statemsnts in 
which Nietzsche says the doctrine of the will to power is a hypothesis, a project 
or an invention guiding future discoveries or leading to future discoveries***- 
in other wards, a hypothesis which may be validated or invalidated in the future© 

But that is a very superficial understanding of what Nietzsche means 0 Playing 
on the airbiguity of the German words V 6 r.st&c.Vb experiments and 

vejr&ucVvv \a temptation, Nietzsche describes his doctrine as such an experiment^ 
temptation© Now that is a more precise formulation of what he means by hypo¬ 
thesis© The doctrine of the will to power can be validated or invalidated only 
by being acted upon, by being accepted ty human beings, by human life© It can 
never be validated or invalidated by objective observation© Yet the iisight 
into the perspectivic Character of all thought or into the historical character 
of all thought is final; the principle of meaning and value has now been dis¬ 
covered for the first time© And that means that now there is a possibility, a 
necessity of establishing the final values© In other words, there is noontime© 

Yet according to this very insight into the perspectivic character of all thought, 
the final insight must be rooted in Nietzsche*s perspective, in Nietzsche’s 
project, in his fundamental will© The doctrine must be radically personal and 
hence incommunicable insight© In the last aphorism of Beyond Good and Evil you 
find, perhaps, the strongest statement to this effect, fien Nietzsche describes 
the whole content of the book as "my thoughts" as distinguished from communicable 
and a truth acceptable to others© And this is necessary because the root of All 
meaning and truth is the self and full self-consciousness is impossible, 
according to Nietzsche, for otherwise there would be—if full self-consciousness 
were possible there would not be the possibility of productive delusion© This 
is the most manifest difficulty which we find when we study Nietzsche 5 on the 
one hand we are confronted with a metaphysical doctrine old style which asserts 
that the principle of everything is the will to power as a true doctrine; but 



on the other hand there is a constant questioning of the very possibility of 
the true doctrine* and this questioning is expressed by words as hypothesis, 
temptation or "sy thoughts” —the English form, the truth# 

Full self-consciousness is impossible; therefore full knowledge of the 
principal, of the creator of meaning and value is impossible* If the self 
or being were intelligible, fully intelligible, history would be rational 
which, according to Nietzsche, It is not* And therefore Nietzsche’s doctrine 
cannot claim to be final* It cannot claim more than it is the best available 
now. You see the dialectics of Nietzsche # s thought in the following way: 
history is not rational* Nietzsche’s project is based on the accidental 
experience of an accidental culture. Western culture* More spscifically, 
Nietzsche’s project is based in an indirect way on Christianity, on a con¬ 
tingent event} therefore Nietzsche’s project itself must be contingent* But 
being contingent, how can it be the peak of human thought* But on the other 
hand it must be the peak because"o? the absolute character into the insight 
of the perspectivic character of all thought* And therefore since it must be 
the peak, the development leading up to it—history—cannot be contingent* 
Christianity itself must be construed as necessary, which Nietzsche, as a 
natter of fact does* For example in the analogy of morals where he tries to 
show that there is a fundamental cleavage among man betweeh the strong and the 
weak® o*and Christianity is a perfect development of the slave morality which is, 
in fact, an attempt to show the necessity, and therewith the rationality, of 
Christianity* 

Nietzsche’s entire rationalism makes the Hegelian solution«-an absolute 
moment in which full consciousness is reached—impossible* The only way cut 
which would be possible for Nietzsche would be this: that the historicist 
insight is the discovery of a problem as distinguished from a solution* Then 
there could be absoluteness and at the same time openness, and sometimes 
Nietzsche expresses himself in this way* But this never satisfied him because 
the discovery of a problem would nob show the way to values* It would only 
lead to the discovery of the principle of valuation without showing a way to the 
establishment of values. 

Yet cannot both things exist: that the doctrine is most personal, Nietzsche 
personal thought, and at the same time the most universal insight* The book 
which Nietzsche regarded as his most important work was Zarathustra g A Book 
for Everyone and No Qne—for everyone, universal; for no one, because of its 
personal character, only Nietzsche’s thought* Hew is this possible? If the 
doctrine of the w ill to power is the personal thought of the absolute individual 
if Nietzsche is the providential individual, if ana may say so, and that Is the 
thought which**.so there would b8 nothing accidental about Nietzsche* In 
other words what Plato did ironically in his dialogues, that he presented 
Socrates as the absolute individual in which nothing is accidental, that 
Socrates has this particular kind of wife, and that his mother was called 
4id his father and he had the protruding eyes and other purely 

accidental qualities becomes meaningful by virtue of Plato’s poetry or noble 
lie* But in Plato that is, of course, a conscious lie* This remarkable indi¬ 
vidual could have been an entirely different man. But the fiction on which 
the Platonic»dialogue is based is that nothing in Socrates life is 

accidental* But, as I said, what in Plato is fiction, in Nietzsche must became 
serious* The accidents of his life must become fateful dispensations* The 
most emphatic development of that is Nietzsche’s writing 

in which he tries to describe such things as his father died when he was six 
years old, whereas his mother lived io a very old age—that is all very super- 
fluent. Yet of course it is not a very good solution because does this not 
make Nietzsche dependent on something higher than himself or his will? Is 
not this absolute, Nietzsche’s creative act, necessarily conditional and 
derivative? We can state the difficulty as follows: the doctrine of the will 
to power is an expression of Nietzsche’s self, a creation of Nietzsche, has 




been posited by Nietzsche* But the root of that doctrine is ...Nietzsche's self* 
Nistzsche*s self is the absolute* Tat this absolute is obviously conditioned 
and derivative* 

Let me try to explain this by starting from the most crude andsuperficial 
aspect of the problem* Niatzsche*s premiss is, as you knew, abolution plus 
the historical process, as probably Hegel wanfed at that time* Man is a pro- 
duct of a blind process and certainly the very opposite of an absolute, yet 
this whole process leading from the amoeba or beyond via the gorilla to man 
and to the nineteenth century, this whole process is accessible only in 
human perspectives* The process as it was or is in itself cannot be known; 
it can only be known perspectively 0 Nothing can be known as it is in itself* 
All understanding is based on human creation* Therefore we cannot go back 
behind human creativity to the Darwinian evolution or something of this kind* 
The world that we can understand, that can be of concern to us, has been 
built, up by human creativity-in the historical process* Nietzsche is dependent 
on histoxy, on heritage* But all these meanings built up in the historical 
process are now endangered for these meanings were unconsciously created and 
now they arc seen to be merely human creations* There is, therefore, a need 
for a new creation, for a creation which establishes the endangered meanings, 
the endangered heritage* But this new creation is, in a way, the creation of 
the world* 


H oil can the absolute be conditioned, that would seem to be the question* 
There is a traditions! term stemming from the seventeenth century for that—5-f 
an absolute conditions itself there must be something which was called 
, , . a cause of itselfo Nietzsche regards the concept of a 

cause of itself as absurd* let he is compelled in a way to regard himself as 
the cause of himself* I read to you a passage from the Zarathustra in which, 
not indeed Srathustra himself, but this animal speakv-*?ha tever that may mean* 
It occurs in the third part on the section on the Convalescent in the Viking 
Portable Edition, p* 333* "The sole is as mortal as the body but the knot of 
causes in which I am entangled recur and will create ve again* I, myself, 
belong to the causes of the eternal recurrence* And, therefore, I am, in 
a way, the cause of myself." Nietzsche is somehow compelled to regard himself 
as the author of his fate* 

I have indicated by these remarks that Nietzsche is compelled by the 
difficulty in which he gets entangled to come to theSadeption of eternal return 
or eternal recurrence which he regarded as the peak of his doctrine* I will 
say only a few words about this doctrine and why it is nacessaxy, apart from 
what I have indicated before* The conception of the eternal return, meaning 
that we, as we are sitting hare now w&th all these accidental things, the 


pen in the right hand and the ladies with earrings and so or, have been 
sitting here in this room an infinite number of times in the past and this 
will happen an infinite number of times in the future—wraith this difficulty* 
this is so, in the nature of things* But on the other hand Its happening is 
due to our acts, just as, according to the older Christian doctrine, our 
eternal pleasantness or miseries depends on what we do now in this short life* 
So that our eternal fate depends on what we do now here* According to 
Nietzsche*®s doctrine our eternal £ata««bufc an eternal fate nob in heaven or 
hell, but on earth,“depends decisively on what we are doing new* 

Now this conception of the eternal return belongs to the highest momentJ 
to the peak of the will to power* Nietzsche sees in the possibility and will** 
ingness to believe in ths eternal return the highest act of man's culture* 
tffoy . is ha compelled to teach the eternal return? Now the highest moment of 
the will to power is, rimarily, man has become the master of his fate* Up 
to now chance has been in control; now chance can be abolished* History ■ 
can now be made rational, although to now it was irrational* At the 
highest moment, in other word3, we can say no to the past as past* Man is ^ 
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zioif the mastero He is now responsible for thavery condition of his existence^ 
because of his aasteiy* And this leads to the great result that Nietzsche smst 
become what we may call an active immaraliat* In other words, Nietzsche or the 
superman, we don’t make this distinction now, is now, in principle, capable of 
abolishing evil* But if* evil and the bade But if the evil and the bad are 
needed in a way for nobility«-for example, man’s courag* requires that ha has an 
opportunity for courage; there must be danger 0 Previously nature and the cir¬ 
cumstances always took care of the.ooBut what if man has become the master? Must 
he not create the danger so that ho can be compelled to be courageous ax&so onj 
At this peak of the will to power everything seems to be possible, especially « 
seems to be possible to create a race of perfectly good mm* We don it have to go 
into the neaning of whet good means in any sense, in the Nietzsche an or any other 

Nietzsche refuses to consider that© Why? History taught him that men 
reached their highest stature only in a certain kind of society, in aristocratic- 
oligarchic society, where there was a rule of the nobility* The conclusion 
wh&ch Nietzsche draws ibs the only salvation for modern man is the development 
of a cow nobility* A nobility, by its very definition, requires class of 
villains; it requires inequalityo This problem did not exist for earlier thinkers 
for the very simple reason that they thought men are by nature unequal****?ut 
what if there is no nature, if tore is no nature to speak of? Then inequality 
and the nobility to which it belongs can me their being only to an act of the 
human will* Or, in different words, nature itself must be willed, must be 
posited, in order to exist* From this point of view, it seerasfbhat to doctrine 
of eternal return is a kind of fictitious substitute for a creation of nature* 

It is easy to reject to doctrine of eternal return as Nietzsche taught it, but 
that does not dispose of the problem* Tbs problem is to very serious one that 
has been haunting modern thought for quite some time* It becomes particularly 
clear in to eighteenth century* I will explain this briefly* so tot you see 

it is not a special /hobby of me/* . 

In the seventeenth century there developed a kind of political doctrine 
which we may call doctrtnaireiga,««©eaning there is one and only ons solution, 
just solution, to the problem cf human society and this solution can be applied 
everywhere, regardless of the circumstances* There was a reaction to that and 
the most important representative of that action wa3 the famous thinker, 
Montesquieu o StontoEiuieu’s teaching can be expressed in the formulation of 
Rousseau as follows* liberty or freedom is not a fruit of all c lim ates—-climate 
in the widest sense, not only physical climates* In other words, the right of 
just political order is not possible under all conditions*. There arejnatural 
resistances to it* The consequence was that Montesquieu was capable of 
restoring very much of the old traditional doctrines 0 Vten you look more 
deeply into Montesquieu you think that Montesquieu has no longer a right to 
this conscious, sober, conservative view because inihe seventeenth century in 
the developraant of modem natural science, it had become clear that nature 
not a fixed obstacle, very simple things* According to the Aristotelian . ; : ^Vv 

doctrine, it would have been impossible to imagine free societies or republican ^ 
societies* say, in to north of Europe, the idea being that the highest develop^ ^ 
merit of man is limited to such climates like that of the Mediterranean basin* 

When you go beyond that, deeper into the continent of Asia cr Europe, you 
natural obstacles to the highest development of man’s capacities* This had \ • 
become ever more incre<laWc* Nature does not give us fixed, permanent, 
obstacles to improvement* If to radicalize the thought, there are no known 
limits to human power* ' - - 

This is exactly to problem of Nietzsche; tore are no fixed limits to 
human power; there is no nature which can give us any guidance* Still 
Nietzsche constantly refers to nature as when he speaks of to relation between ^ 
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tha two sexes* He starts from the difference of thair natural function, the 
woman who las to bear children has another function than man* And the 


fundamental difference between the two sexes can be understood from this 
nattr^al differenceo But what isfehe significance of this natural difference if 
nature is something which can be overcome so that God knows, perhaps one can 
have artificial pregnancy and even*** and so on* Think it through* Where is 
the limit, where is the limit to human power? There is no assignablcfLimit ^5? 
frean the modern position and therefore if we have to have recourse to nature 
as Nietzsche did, nature must itself be willed or posited* „ 

Nietzsche’s doctrine of eternal retiirnJi be; ii^rstp<rf it, the doctrine 
has also a variety of other meanings, seems to be ^’.‘f^ibstiiute for the 
recognition of nature which recognition is no longer possible on this basis* 

I would like to add a few words before we turn to our final discussion, 

I hope we have time for that, to say a few words about the political views of 
Nietzsche* That is perfectly necessary and legitimate to regard as part of 
his teaching proper because, according to Nietzsche’s cwn principle, one 
must understand every philosophic doctrine with primary view to the moral 
and political teaching it implies—necessarily, because if the rule of any 
philosophy is the fundamental will and therefore a fundamental moral taste, 
then the moral-political teaching becomes the primary clue to its meaning*. 

But given Nietzsche’s hist oriels t premises, the question means hew did 
Nietzsche understand the moral-political problem of his time? A few very 
scanty remarks must suffice* The later part of his life as a writer belonged 
to tie Germany of Bismarck, strong monarchy, yet which had introduced a very 
universal suffrage* The other characteristic of this monarchy, as it was of 
very many other monarchies, was ths notion that the monarch car prince idthe 
first servant of the state, as the Prussian King, Frederick II, had said—in 
contradistinction to tie absolutist notion of Louis Quatorze according to which 


ths state,that’s me, if that’s the proper English, which I never know* So, 
in other words, the monarchic ruler is understood as a servant and at tha san» 
time allowed the universal suffrage* So there was a democratic proclivity 
belonging to this strong monarchy* The system of radical proclivity was also 
shown by the connection with nationalism-nationalism is a democratic movement© 
German national unity was established through Bismarck’s wars and this led to the 
decay of German thought and taste, national self complacency, and return to 
politics, to power politics© Germany, although it was a monarchy, and France 
at that time was a republic—these national differences ceased to be as 
important as they were before because the general European progressive move« 
ment effected all European countries independently of the regimes* This 
progressive movement, political and technological at the same time and of 
course economic, is characterized by Nietzsche along the following lines? 
the morning prayer has been replaced byte morning paper* I suppose you 


understand the meaning of that* Is it not dear or do I have to insult your 
intelligence by laboring the point* Veil what he means istehis* there is a 
lack of concentration characteristic of this modern world which also shows 
itself in the specialization which is compensated by a sham universality* 

Well, if you listen to the radio or the television, I don’t have to say a 
word about that* You get information about absolutely everything—of course 
very superficial, you don’t understand a thing, but you have a shaa universality* 
Whereas as living human beings with any competence, we are ever more specialistic* 
These remarks show, already, that Nietzsche did not expect salvation 
from the liberal, democratic, anti-monarchist movement© He saw around himself 
nothing but decay* Nationalism, in particular, that became evermore 
impossible because of the hidden unity of Europe in spite of the conflict, and ^ 
most of that was political conflict* The fratricidal^ struggle between 
most of the European nations became ever more dangerous because of the danger ^ 









to Europe as a -whale st erasing from Russia, which at that time was, of course, 
not Cojtanunist Russia®a 9 o 

So Nietzsche was a conservative, one could say® But the point is that ha 
n saw the impossibility of conservatism—there was one particularly striking 
remark about this subject, I hope I can find it® In an aphorism entitled 
Whispered to the Conservatives? n What was not known formerly, what is known or 
might be known today, a reversion*—a return in any sense or degree is simply 
not possible o We physiologists—=^nd ironically he says that—knew that* 

That allpriests and moralists have heltevc4+he opposite • They wanted to take 
mankind back 5 to screw it back to a former measure of virtue» Morality ©as 
always the \*e4 or fVoc.ru$fc<5£. Even the politicians have aped the 
creatures of virtue at this point® Today, too, there are still parties whose 
dream it is that all things might walk backwards like crabs® But no one is 
free to be a crab® Nothing Jf * One must go forward step by 

step ever into decadence® That is my definition of modem progress* Ona can 
check this development and thus dam up d egenaration, gainer it, 

and make it more vehement and .Sudden © 0r» can do no more®* In other wards, 

conservatism is, ffom Nietzsche’s point of view, no solution© 

• But most important for Nietzsche was this: what was the basis of con- 
servativism in his time? Well, in the strongest conservative part of Germany 
there was Prussia® Prussia was regarded by the Prussian conservative party as a 
'Christian state® And we can say generally that European conservativism of the 
nineteenth century was, or claimed to be, based, on Christianity® Non according 
to Nietzsche’s analysis, which does not stem from Nietzsche but from da Tocqueville 
Christianity is the very root of democracy. So if democracy is the decay, a 
return to Christianity would not help a bit® What is necessary is a radical 
break with Christianity, that which Nietzsche called candid atheism® And this 
is, I think, the root of the political importance of Nietzsche® I believe we 
can say Nietzsche is the founder of the atheism of the political right® Up 
to Nietzsche’s time, the political atheism had always been one of the left— 

Karl Marx is the most famous example, but the pre-history and the French 
Revolution already shows this sane thing* Nietzsche 8 s teacher, Schopenhauer, 
also was an atheist of the right; but* ho was just kind of a political 
philistine, one could say, who wanted to preserve his property and to be left 
alone and therefore he sided with the forces of order against those of 
progress—that was not a politically impressive thing® But Nietzsche really 
founded a political atheism of the right* 

What then is the alternative to conservatism as well as the democratic- 
liberal^socialist-comiminist-movement? For Nietzsche, just as for all con¬ 
servatives of the European continent the difference betv/een 1 iberalism~conrmnism 
was only a difference of generation so to &peak. This modem movement of 
liberation has various stages® One was represented, say, by Adam Smith or 
Herbert Spencer, but that necessarily led beyond itself to radical democracy, 
socialism, maybe communism® Now what is the alternative? I do not remember 
at the moment whether Nietzsche ever quotes de Tocqueville f s Democracy in 
America, but it seems to me wholly impossible to understand Nietzsche’s 
political thought without thinking constantly of Teequeville® Nietzsche mi^it 
have known of course Tocqueville *s ideas from and other French writers 

whom he frequently quotes—that is only a phiological question® Now what did 
Tocqueville in his great work on Democracy in America d o? This was an attempt 
to convince the European conservatives that they should not resislr cfemocratic 
trend and repeat th8 mistakes of French nobility of I8ul5® Tocqueville sided 
with democracy, but in a very qualified way because the whole world is 
permeated by ajeontrast between two alternatives? the new democracy whose most 
premising features appeared in the United States^ and the aristocracy of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth century and especially the Frencn aristocracy® 



Dq Tocquevills could not decide tmqualifiedly in favor of democracy* The 
decision was made for tem, as it wore, by history* In other words, Toc-quBVille 9 
decision in favor of democracy is not a rational but a providential decision* 

God, as it were, has shown by the cause of events a democracy is common* 

But if Nietzsche rejected democracy he learned the alternative from Toequa- 
vHl 3 ~~nobility, aristocracy* But a new nobility because the old ncfcility was 
decrepid and hopeless* The necessity of such a new ncbility appeared to 
Nietzsche from the dangers in which Europe found itself, the dangers which were 
at the same time potentialities* Europe was confronted with the possibility of 
ever-increasing decay car degeneration or else a revitalization by the prospect 
of planetary rule* Therefore the Marxist diagnosis of Nietzsche is, of course, 
he is the philosopher of imperialism in the Marxist sense of the tern imperial¬ 
ism* There is son© element of truth in that, naturally* Europe is confronted 
with a transcendent tssk, a transcendent possibility, a task transcending the 
possibilities of earlier men, the very ideals of earlier men—the earlier ideals 
of nobility ass insufficient* In other words, nob only is a new nobility needed, 
but even a new idea of a nobility o Nietzsche’s term for that is superman* 

True, we can say the supermen, as Nietzsche understood them, are true individuals 
true seifs * That is a most important characteristic of the superman as Nietzsche 
understood it* And Nietzsche’s whole work can be said to be an appeal to these 
true individuals who might come forwardo But behind that, behind the superman, 
and above him, there appears a most important figure for Nietzsche and that we 
call sometimes the philosopher of the future* And this philosopher of the future 
is meant to bo superior as a human being in his human power and might to the 
philosopher of the past, even to the ideal of the philosopher of tha past* 

I can speak about that in the discussion if you want to® But I would like 
to point out only one thing new* Nietzsche reflected on this question* how is 
it possible for him to surpass the traditional notion of the philosopher* And 
Nietzsche 5 s answer was* that is possible because ha is an heir to the bib!©* 

The new notion of the sups man and especially of the philosophy of the future, 
philosopher of the future, is a synthesis transcending both the platonic notion 
of the philosopher and the biblical, notion of the highest man* I leave it at 
that* It is impossible nowjto go ir.to this question which otherwise would be 
quite interesting? how C. .. Jl imperical fascism grew out of Nietzsche 

with a kind of complicated necessity* That is in itself an important question, 
but I will not go into that now* It is sufficient now to indicate these points 
because my purpose now in this discussion is to concentrate on the philosophic 
problem involved and this problem is fundamentally the problem of history, 
the problem of the possibility of the permanent or trans 

Question© «*oThat is a very complicated question* how freedom and necessity 
can coexist* Let me try to state the difficulty sane what better* The doctrine 
of eternal recurrence is, in Nietzsche, not primarily a cosmological doctrine*•* 
that the will of tl© universe which we know. In which we live, has come into 
being****And eternal recurrence Is then an assertion as to what has happened 
before and after the ^visibla^ universe***.This in itself is a doctrine which 
was quite common in Greek philosophy* But for Nietzsche the doctrine of eternal 
recurrence is not primarily s cosmological doctrine, although ha also tried, to 
base it on cosmological grounds* The primary point is that eternal return is a 
moral doctrine, if I may say so* Yrhy is it necessary* Man bel5,eves to have 
reached tlie peak of his power or to be close to it* He can hold everything, 
including man himself, as he sees fit* So.**he can abolish evil and the bad* 

That would be the conclusion which you end I would arrive at* But here Nietzsche 
stops* The bad and tha evil must not be abolished* In other words, we must 
accept the bad and the evil* Wb must accept it without grudges 5 we must say 
yes to it 5 and the most emphatic and unqualified way yes to bad and evil is to 


rail! its eternal return* That I think is the starting point of the doctrine* 

When yon read in Zarathuatra in the section on the Convalescent, Zarathustra 
begins by—he sees a deformed human being, a cripple, a hunchback of some 
sorfco That leads to a general reflection that all has to do with the 
existence of bad and evil* The answer to the problem of bad and evil is 
eternal recurrence© That I think is the root of the doctrine* And if one 
interprets it.**one could sinply say this{ Nietzsche tries to restore a 
hierarchic society* * * ©A hierarchic society is no problem if men are by 
nature unequal because then we can ssy all social inequalities reflects more 
or less ^loyallg^ natural inequalities* That Is ftuidamentally what Plato 
and Aristotle meant© There is no problem there* But if man is the master of 
nature all ineouality, even natural inequality, is only provisional. Hot can 
we take our standards from nature? The only possibility is an act of will© 

To state it very crudely, freeze the progress towards a fully egalitarian society* 

That is the way in which it would look from a modem point of view. Mara 
deeply©«.the problem©©©nature has ceased to be of any significance. Nature is 
valueless for Nietzsche® And yet alllthe time he is compelled to have recourse 
to nature© There is one aphorism in Beyond Good and Evil . I believe it is 188, 
which is highly characteristic in this respect—in which the temn nature occurs 
very frequently, and in all cases except the last one he gives quotation marks. 

But at the end he drops then© 13hy does he do that? Nature has become a 
problem for©.©.Re must have recourse to nature. And yet he can’t do it.o.. 

Think of the problem of the two sexes© Nietzsche was absolutely opposed to 
equality of the two sexes co ©political equality of the two sexes. The root 
of his argument is the ~ natural difference of the two sexes.•«©But if nature 
©.©it does not have an inherent articulation which is in any way binding..** 
bhy (cannot we) change that©..©The problem exists for Marx, too© Marx find3 
the root for the division of labor in the dj.fference of the two sexes* Now 
Marx says the final society©.© (will even?) abolish the division of 

sexes©*..Donlaugh.«.©The division of labor will have been abandoned. Yes, 
but what about the root of the division of labor* Will mn bear children*... 
or God knows..© .Ultimately, it seems to i»3, the problem cf history is the 
problem of nature because by nature people always meant, especially in regard 
to man, that permanence, that which belongs to man as man and cannot be changed. 

That has beems so problematic to modem man. for many reasonsJ we have alluded 
to some of these reasons on former occasions,©*.Up to nowd don’t- know a better 
explanation of Nietzsche 9 s doctrine of eternal return except to say that it is 
an expression of the difficulty to which modern thought comes by Hie denial of 
nature, of the meaningfulness and relevance of nature.©.. 

Question.. © .So when Nietzsche says God is dead he does not refer only to what ha. call: 
the death of the biblical God, but to the fact that the traditional notion cf 
the truth has become impossible©... 

Question an. the necessity of Christianity if Nietzsche’s.©.©If Nietzsche 
teaches the truth or if Nietzsche’s perspective is the absolute perspective, then 
the process leading up to that culmination point becomes Justified from 

the end, rationally necessary. The strange thing is that Nietzsche is almost 
compelled to return to Hegel.©.where it was perfectly clear the whole historical 
process i$ rational a&hougfr its rationality could be seen only at the end of 
the process. There is an amazing involuntary parallel between Nietzsche’s 
thought and tnat of Hegel, but Nietzsche cannot afford it because that wo uld 
mean abandoning his very principles ©...That is a veiy late thing, Nietzsche’s 
thought, and yet at the same time there is an indefinitely long future and the 
simple expression of that is noon. Many hours have the sun rose 

in the summer especially, * ^and an equally long period, will follow. 




Question—The real historic^ ^irocess exists only iitiha light of Nietzsche ? s 
insight takes praes aftercoooXes and Ho* One could say if it is true that the 
most important thing is to know, to understand* then this process is finished* 
3ut as far as life is concerned* action, there is always the future**«©Just as 
in Marx* The real insight is the character©*«and the general character of the 
realm of freedom a This crucial*©*; that is nos 0 But the actualization of tbs 
realm of freedom* Just as in Nietzsche tha actualization of the superman, that 
is tha future****You can say that from non man are able to consciously lead 
their lives* Just as in Marx* But of course there is also, in fairness to 
Nietzsche's project, one has to say this D There is aze point of view 
from Nietzsche's*©©which is absolutely superior to the Marxist point of view* 
That is the Marxist complete disregard of the end of mankind; Wteraas for 
Nietzsche tlis inevitability of the end of mankind is crucial* There is a 
remark by Sngols in which he says s well, we have to admit that; but up to the 
realm of freedom there will be again a decay because tha®2SSll perish and 
therefore mankind also will too* But that is a long way off© Now tlst is a 
very sound statement for a‘ businessman, you knaw 0 But for a philosopher it is, 
of course, ridiculous« You know there is this joke about the businessman 

understood the earth will last only four millions of 


was shocked because he 
years, or two million* 
are two billions© Ah* 


And then he asked an astronomer, and he said, no, there 


Question* 


Zarathustra or Nietzsche has taught this, an infinite number of 


time So This teaching of Zarathustra in former epochs, say in epoch m, is one 
cause of Zarathustra teaching it in epoch n, and so on* That is what I meant 
by **©*Questi3n©o7*Or» could perhaps say this: the 

future is fully determined, but we do not know how,—also the common forms of 
determinism* In other words, for practical purposes there exists freedom and 
chance* Sven Spinoza says that* But nevertheless we know that this is 
ultimately an illusion, but we can 3 t show it in detail because of our insufficient 
knowledge* I do not know how Nietzsche would look at that problem* I could not 
tell you* 

Is there no other problem? Question#.*.Now for Hegel one can say the 
beginning of history ±3 the Hobbian state of nature* Heally* In the later 
writings of Hobbes that is not so clear, but if one goes back to his earlier 
writings one sees how much this beautiful simple Hobbesian solution which is 
reduced for our benefit every night in the western movies«~»two trsen shooting 
it out—that is really the beginning*oc?Hobbes says that: war—=e verybody 
against everybody© v'flhat is the outcome of that? /The difference between the 
Hobbes ian and Hegelian solutions^ On* possibility is that A just kills 
no future* But there is always the possibility that one of these two 


.This man willfthan submit to the other* In te finical terms, we become his 
slave, and A will become the mas ter o So the master-slave i*elation is the 
fundamental relation of political historical significance* The important 
point is this, and you see how democratic Hegel is: whereas for Aristotle and 
Plato the slave and master relation is bas^d on nature, if it is not just an 
unjust thing—in other words a fellow who can *t take care of himself becomes 
a slave and the man who is prudent and has 3ense becomes the master; this is 
the natural thing© And nature in her goodness takes care that there are 
always sufficient persons who can f t take care of themselves and must be sold* 
But for Hegel it is entirely a matter of freedom—which of the two in that 
crucial situation musters the nerve ted the power to fight it outo*o*So we 
have master—slavs© But what happens next? The development is the master*** 
tbs slave, or slaves work for themselves, and he wages war, of course, from 
time to time, but in the most part of his life he is just enjoying the fruits 
of the labor of tha slaves* What that means for Hegel, the real future is 
not v/ith the master but with the slave, because they do the work, they 
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transform nature and that is the beginning of the science of natwe. *® a 

more radicalized way that repeated itself at the end of classical antiqui y 
because classical society at the fullest "as of course a socxety of ^sta™ 
slaves. But that culminated in the supsr polls, Kane, in which all were equl, 
namely, equally subject to the emporer. So there was not over ±t 

but there was equality. And in this moment Christianity emer^d. And Christianity 
means primarily this, in Hegel's rational construction* that the equality of all 
men with a view to the transcendent God, but that is s\i>aissxon, fear of 
That is a most sublimated and profound slavey-morality, even in Hegel o Ana aj.i 

the later development comes from that* ' . , . A 

If I try to contrast It with Nietzsche one can say Nietzsche had the 

tendency to assert that the higher development, excepting,.. . 

but Spring that the higher development of the nan begins really with the naster 
and is located ... That was ESietasche*s vision, you could say. , Bu ^ u T yo !f 1 k 
the execution v 0 u sea that Nietzsche too finds, just as Hegel, tba 
spiritual life of mankind emanating from the weak. He call3 the weak not the 
•slaves: he calls them tne priests. That is somewhat more complicated....And 
he has said -terrible things about the priests, hut it is aisoaoar all 
spirituality, all rofinananfc...stems from the slaves-prlests. Now how doas this 
work oat in Nietzsche’s scheme. He of course rejects the Bale altogether^ but 
he regards himself as an heir to certain biblical notions which don’t exist or... 
in classical notions. He calls the conception of a holy G ° d tte invent^n of 
the Jews. Nietzsche does not recognize...of a holy Qod. But the notion of the 
holy, that he tries to preserve, and, as it were, to ascribe to man on hi 
highest level this holiness which the Eitolfi has ascribed to God. 

There is a very famous formula of Nietzsche^Jhich ha expresses that. Ha 
says, somewhere in the Will to Power, the superman is Caesar, who is the sofil 
of Christ—Caesar, that means the earthly power and health, wealth© But the 
soul is not Caesar , s soul; tho soul is the soul of Christo 

That perhaps gives me the occasion for stating very simply and perhaps 
©©©that relation of Nietzsche to Hegel© For Hegel, that synthesis of Bible 
and classical antiquity was Napoleon, Napoleon the First, of course • Why* 
Naturally every man who had practically united Europe was important, out xn 
■what spirit© And the zb is one great document of Napoleonic spitit and th* 
is the Code Civil, the Civil c o.de of France© Now what is that? The Civil ode 
of France recognizes the right of man and equality of opportunity©^ In other 
words, it recognizes equality of all men, the dignity, the equal dignity of al 
men© there does this come from? From the Bible, especially Christianity 
according to Hegel«s interpretation© The French Revolution and its consequences, 
culminating in the Napoleonic Empire, means the complete saturalizatxon and 
therewith tb4completian, the complete fulfillness of this n^it© And, therefore, 
not so much the person of Napoleon, as the word of Napoleon, the Civil ode, is 
the prime synthesis of Biblical and classical thoughtc 

For Nietsschs it is not any code but a human being, a living human being, 
tho superman, the overman, the highest man who . ** this synthesis©*o©Greater 
emphasis on the biblical element than on the classical element as is shown by 
the remark: Caesar was the soul of Christ©©*©I can also state it as follows: 
Nietzsche has said his greatest work, according to his opinion, is his 
Zarathustra© But Zarathustra is obviously molded'not on philosopher©© ©©There are 
vezy large numbers of biblical, both Old and New Testanents, allusions© 

Zarathustra is, of course, a parable of the Bible^byit-j at the same time he 
gives also imitations of the Bible© An imitation an %W sense in which every 
parody is an imitation, but in a nroeh nore positive senseo In other words, 
there is a kind of, let us say, religionnass in Nietzsche which is not to be 
found in the philosophers in classical antiquity© The number of ^rsmarksy 
in which Nietzsche reflects on i^rsticism, on mystical experience, and obviously 


not in the attitude of a . • - psychologist, but with tbejattituds of someone 

who understands,©,©But still Nietzsche primarily is a man who is religious, n 
atheistic, but religious, if this word makes any sense to you, meaning that 
certain state of the soul which up to him has always been directed toward God 
survives the abandoned belief in God© And that is wholly tbw to classical 
philosophers, of course,. 

Question—the connection of Nietzsche with Fascism* 1*11 try to state 
it in ?J psychologicar* manifest but which is not wholly unjustified in'the case 
of Nietzsche because he, himself, applied this way of looking at things very 
frequently, you know, and as a natter of principle. Now Nietzsche discredited 
or tried to discredit completely all libertarian movements, say everything left 
of canter whether it is moderate or extrema, And he said that that was one thing. 
But at the same time, he discredited also all conservative political thoughts 
vihat remained except an extremism of tha right? To ilich I add another point, 
Marxism is, of course, imoralism—the end justifies the naans and no holds 
ure barred. You know that© But in Nietzsche that go<33 much deeper. You see 
when you find expressions like merciless extinction of aU\dagenerates in Nietzsche 
you find an equivalent to that in Marxist thought—the ianrciless extinction of 
the capitalist and the hanger’s-on, which is in both cases mess murder® But on 
the other hand you do not find this, in Marxist literature, this glorification 
of what Nietzsche calls the blond Germanic beast who engages in rape, torture, 
murder, and regards his life a costume prank of great fun. That goes a bit 
beyond that. That is*, I believe, a point which one has cause to consider in 
the case of Rousseau ii* one wants to understand what the effect of such writings 
are. In every society, I suppose there are things which one cannot say, 
in docent society or in public, in a political speech, without discrediting 
himself completely—-there ‘are certain words, certain phrases which ruin a man. 

Now when a great writer, like Rousseau on the one hand and Nietzsche on the other 
hand 5 the effect consists precisely in this: that they make certain thoughts 
possible for public expression. After Nietzsche had said these things about 
fehe olond beast, man did not in the same way disqualify hiiaseIf—after Nietzsche*, 
by suggesting policies in ©n©mind than before. Regarding Rousseau, that is 
very beautifully stated by Tocqueville in his book on the Ancien Regime© Ha 
finds in the documents of the French administration of the 1780«s remarks 
about—“7/ell, one bureaucrat writes to another,show compassion, meaning, 
in other words, he should not only take everything out©©©bridges rebuilt, but 
he should also show tenderness of heart-,•• 

> , t In other words, a bureaucrat a generation before would have 
regarded this as an Impossible proposition, that ha should shed tears and 
have pity with these poor G ©«people© But Rousseau made it possible and in 
a way necessary. Now of course Rousseau's effect was in the direction of 
sentimentality© ;uad Nietzsche's, 0 in the direction of cruelty, without ary 
question© You cannot say hatred, envy, revenge, and altyfchese things are 
solitary and as solitary as the op k osite, without educating a generation that 
way, I mean, especially if you are a writer like Nietzsche,,,©In Germany now 
when talking to people©,, the re is one word which expresses the highest degree 
of contempt and that is the word harmless© Someone has thought, oh, yes, that's 
harmless,,that's interesting, that shows contempt©,©©Don't forget this word«— 
by the way tbs links can be shown if one wants to read thid kind of literature, 
one can show this very easily ... to Mussolini, living dangerously, 

who invented that© Nietzsche© And than of course in Abyssinia they try to 
live it, and in Germany too© All these men who formed, say, my generation in 
Germany, where I was brought up, were all pupils of Nietzsche and most of them, 
of course, mitigated Nietzs; he by the survival of the classical German tradition 
whether it was Kant or Goethe or so© Life© Thmas Mann, like Max ,/eber—fchey , ro 
all, already, carriers of Nietzsche$ and in the next generation like Spongier, 
became much more immoderate, not to say vicious. 
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You seo, in'ctSer'^ords^ that Nietzsche*s supernaEt_«a3 ssrant to be the 
finest fiercer of humanity*. It would be idiotic to sdniMze that* I advise 
those of you who have any doubt of this to road aphorism 2?5 of Beyond good 
and vvil and show me another statement in the nineteenth century which can 
be equaled to that in humanity© But it is connected and necessarily con¬ 


nected with this crude aspect of it. 

Question—Hcmer in a way said live dangerously but he didi *t say cruelty® 

Well, he showed it© Homer showed the crudity and cruelty of hueon life* .i; 

espodally of war, without any sentimental fuss. That is not comparable f,'' \ 

to jucha preaching to say nothing of •©•the werk of a poet and of an 

epic pofeiT in t hi s case, you always have to make a distinction ^ V 

between what his character sa& and what he says«3$ sxieono would say Shakespeare 

said life !s a fafe toU b Y tdltot. . Shakespeare doesn’t say 

that* Kacbeth says it in a certain situatior£which probably most people vfould sa^ xX 

say* So that makes an enormous difference* Nietzs he spoke all the tine of the 

necessity of reticence and silence* But Nietzsche was never silent regar 'ing 

some truths or non^trtoths which were bound to be misused ty the most bastial of 


men© In other words,there is a kind of Irresponsibility in Nietzsche — 
an extremism which is completely absent from Homer and others • 

cooBut I hope you keep this in mind. It was naces3aiy for us to discuss 
in Nietzsche especially, in the last moetingf^because of the very pressing task 
for us in our humble capacities as social scientists*of the problem of history. 
If you have soma difficulties in understanding certain of tte more extrema and 
out of the way suggestions of Nietzscho^then don*t bother too much about them 
in the present stage, and stick to the problem with which you are really 
confronted every day, the problem of history, of historicism, 
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